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FO ORE WO R 1)

I\ I IN \1\t)s (It %I \\) c~~icr the Rc-a
-an adillinhitation \~as i"otIatcd V. Ith po!l Icic rcdiicctI
tIng thle nation senclreies to plro\ ide tor a NifrOn "-ee
defenve. Hy \Libstamtiall\ increaming deter's Nigets.
thle adIlIn initrIat ionI d id nmoreIC than1111 mere'C Innder tc\\ FtI t
inipro\cmen.nt\, in niilitarxtorc It Undertook inmiatl\ c'

that chanced both the mimaL, and realit\ ot .\ciiiiia'
national detenve and iit central r-ole In thle C0o1111101

defensec of the tre "orld
IhIi,, book a\NeN'.esN those Oitiati\cv, It cvaiinc'

thle poli ic I and proyranis that ý%ere thle :enter of Contrlo-
\ ers% durinu, the Reagan car',. it w-ncentratc\ upo n (tic
most1 important ksueN., like the Strateizic IDefenw initia-
tIke. the 600(-ship Naýý and thie hcftx inrca',: n the

Critics and) stipporters of thle Reaganiiiniiiati\ es do
acree on one pown: Ile Reayan admnistratio came
into ofice '."ith dhe intent of stiengthenine de fense pol -

i. lwoý '.ýelI the adminkitration sncceeded in1 that1
etff ort and the cost,, of that, sLcces, lie \ILI-OLnl\

debated in thec-ý pagces.

ILic actiatit Geerl I 'S Ali- Force

I'rc.sitlent vafri~ynio eih'lcnse I "flitcr'tli



A CK N OW' 1, E 1) N E NT S

Ti Hi s, \),) IN HIms \ 1111 At mt ere presented
at an April 19(C conlrence held inI Dallas. texais.
orcan i/ed h\ thle Sot'th\Xestern Recional Plroc ram III
Nditiona! Securit\ Atturiis. a grompinc 01 ta LCuLt1 at inlst-
tutions In Tevas. Louisiana, ind Oklahoma % ith i2r
ests Iin national security issues. We are indehted to) thle
partici .pants inI that ontcrevic for their thounghiti
papers and their stimnulati ng discussion of' the mnall\ ~onl
trox ersial asnect s of' the Reýacan aumin inistrat ion
dtefense poli es. OAur desire ito publish this collection
\%,Ias understanldahie. giv en the qual i of the J)paper anld
thle discussion1.

1, Financial suLpport for the Souttm~estern keCionlal
lProcran anld thle confecrence caine from several sour'Ces:
thle National Strute\ Infomnation Center, the inete- rii-

x ri\Seminar on Armed Forces and Soviet,,, and thle
O)ra Nixon Arnold F~oundation. We are grateful t'r their-
"sUpport and the help of- their representat i \es: Mr.

WIlliaml liodie, Dr XvWill~inm, and Professor (Cecil
_1ohns1OTI. We also aCknm ledee the assistance of Pro-
lessor D~ennis S I ppol ito and IBrxan Jones. chairmen.
respecti~cel oflfthe political science dit. ,artnlncits of

Southern Methodist L'niiersit\ and Texas A&M t'nicvr-
,,it\ . Finally, special thanks are due Mrs. Maria 'Ihurmlan
:0r her tx ping anld preparation oft the manuscript.

'I lie me1rik(ts Nol the ork bclng ito (the authors,. thle
editors are responsible for errors of tact or

J \\Itt \



I NTR 0 ) U CTI 0 N

Oftiter '0 IM(tlc in tl' I the ldctcnie \te sII 'ill ta

t, en thII II rtte S tae ,I , ni h o iI n

souindlekl the lcall )s to c antitaintc ss ht he~i\ic 0-0i hdS

threlCKI tod~ .\i I 1C111a,1 natiiinal J secti its latctt cal as b
PCirons, he elitertided. because it) ie vpnoed the eait"iesut
RSos-i let "pani~nis and tailed toe -'top thesift hdi-nthe

Iddei these98 proble ntia .Nlrn, M. Reagan proieda
rapd uldup ote Ca S miit)ar\ orcsl \iandti ýlaree in ases1

Iw t s~pas assumedIl atd theained io"opati Prsien (eaca

sWould break radicalk\l'.s th past policieN and programsl'
of the Nihon. 1.ord, and Carterl adninlliStratliOns' [Ilhk
pm Used iinl partial lk corr-c~t. [hel President eseChies ed



/lif Iu I,,

caills lo r quick hi\eS to redrCss the so0-ca:l lcd MiM dOst
it uIl hraII I IN. I nd craLsh pr0ocra Ins to I ic rea"sect coil [ n-

tionll1 N\eapOnls productionl and ~ombat ,trcnc,_th Rather.
the Piesidents ne'.' initiatix cs ii'.ol x d across-thc -1board

InIcreases If II on de len sC pOneni IL0'C\ýCep-
tion NN~ as the Na'' N [in essence, the Initial Rcacan initia-
likes did not chancl-e ONC erall American stratec'. rathcer.
the '. ocused onl the resource,, need ito imiplemnent

,'itn trateci-c coak sccessfu'l!'.
T hese initiati'. s requi~rcd and receted. ai Sharp

and1L sustalined increase in delense specndi, iw(oncress

Nk~as relIuctant to fi nance these increases b\. cuts, In t he
"*Great societ\y social programis that had been enctILcdC
dUriuc' the Johnson adnminstratinn InI addition, a !,ener-I all' stagnant economNi secemed to demaniud fiscal stun-
ulus: thie adninistration responded \k~ith. and Cioncress
approached. reductions inl Federal tax. revenues,. InI comn-
bi nat ion these measures resul Ited in a massive Federal
deficit w&hose si/e increaised substantialk \\ ' ith each
passing year. By. 19S4 the deficit e\Ceeded SI 150 billion,
and public concern over FeCderal liscal policies could not
easily, he icnoredl.

The congcrssional response wkas Grammii-RUdimanf-
Ilol Iimcs. which 1mandated spen~di uc_ reductionls and
projected a balanced budget bN the early I990s. A throt-
flini -back of Governmient Spenlding has no'.' set in and
outlaN s are now gro'.'.,- inl a a rate rom_,hlv, equal ito over-
all ecoviornic growth. And, alter its sharp increase dur-
inc!- President Reagan's first term. inflation-aldjustedI
defenlse spendingl, settled into al no0-cro'.'.h aictually I
sI ightlk negative ~r'' htpattern earl inl thle second
tern I

InI the stratec ic area. IPrcs ide ut Rca can combined
stratec ic force miodernil/at ion '.'.ith ne'.' armns control ni -
tiativeS. Inl additioll to Continlujuc thc ('altr inlitiatik. s



reuardino air-launched cruise uiiSsiICS . tor'Lce mo1dcrn,'-11/
tiOn inivokxed prOCUrement of tile 13 I bomber. i ini1ted
deplovient of' the NIX m nissile. research ind de\ eli 'p-

ment onl the single %s arhead missile. NIid-etinan. and a
rev amlpin e of' the strateg ic command, control, comn-
munications, and intel li-ence (CI) syýstems, Armis con-
trol proposals-dex eloped reluIctant lv and he Iatedl\k
accordinug to the President' s critics-- involx ed ,harp
reductions in the levels of' both intercontinental and
intermediate-ranue svstemns. These proposals \%ere iii-

tiallv unacceptable to the Sovijets and attracted in i xed
support amnong arms control devotees. Hut (the PresI-
dent's most controv ersial init iat ive came in MIarch
1983. Mr. Reagzan directed establishment of' a coin-

prehensive and intensive research program to develop a
defense acainst ballistic miissiles, The Strateuic D~efense
Initiative. SDI or - Star Wars."' added a note of* uncer-
taint\ reuardine, the future of' strategic nuclear- deter-
rence. Equally . SDI threatened basic Sov iet
assumptions regarding its strategic relationship wAith the
United States.

The Reagan initiatives. hovkever. inwivlcd more
than stratecic force Modernization. arms control, and
SDIl. Former Secretary of' State Alexander MI. H-aig. Jr.,
wvarned that the chancinu conventional military balance
cast -a shachm over every' signit'icant geopolitical deci-
sion. .. . It influences the management of- international
crises and [the terms on wkhich the\ are resolved." In
short. deterring future Sov iet threats or outright a,,Lres-
sion wAas possible only if' the United States possessed ~
capable con vent ional land, air, and sea forces. Asa
consequence. thle Reagan administration adopted four
initiatives related to conventional forces-an increase in
the Navv\, fleet from) about 450) warships to more than
6100: an imprecise plan to pressure peripheral Soviet



interests around the \world ill order to gain nilitzI,\
lex erace in other areas of critical interest to the L .,cd
States: a liox e to accelerate development and procure-
ment of "smart" battlefield weapons and to increase the
stockpile of war materials needed in a protracted con-

tlict in Europe: and finally, steps to increase the level of
training and combat readiness of e\isting conventional
forces.

Of the four initiatives, a larger Navv w\as t)v tar the
most ambitious and costl. President Reacan succCCded
in persuading Congress to approve constructlion Of t\ko
additional n tic lear- pv\ vc red aircraft carriers, at an C,,ti-
mated cost of Sb0.8 hillion. The carrier requeslt \ka ,,\ iN -

bolic of the Presidcnis acceptance of the conscnisUs
aionlg I'S militar\ planners tlhat concintional forces,
\ cre bccotnirin more crucial than at anM ti1c since
Mosco" achic\cd nuclear parit\

Without trimialiing the niliitar\ threat to the

L nited States and it', allies. coln rL,.sinla I obsl,\ere
teared that the President's approach would he self-
deteating [,esss cnftident than Mr. Reagan aiha bout fund,
for defense and concerned that his initiatimes would
sharply alter relations with both Moscow\ and A.lerica',
NATO allies, Congress 0++as onl cautioul supportive.
Other observers advanced proposals regarding a range
of issues not dealt with by the administration: reform of
defense organizational arranoeients, restructuring of
w,%eapons procurement policies, and changes in force
structure anti operational procedures. particularly as
they apply to NATO( Europe. -ach of these proposals
rested on the percention that the arnmed forces were
infatuated wxith expensive and technolog1hicallI complex

wkeaponry, that militar\ organi/ations, especiall,, head-
quarters and agencies. were overstaffed at the officer
level, and that militar, educational programs were defi-
cient in important respects.



toi anl April 1 986 conterence in [Dallas. it di ersC
"e rOup of ciN thian and min litar% scho l ars from se \ era Ii iii -

versit les and gm~ernm ental inL'encics took thle oppor-
tunlit\ ito discuss the Reagan Intnisraion detns
poI s. The essays prepared for that con ference and
incIUOL, acre. detailed and i nsi tht in I ob'cirvat ionN on
the several topics touched upon in) (hi iu rod uIct in.
have since been revised. updated. and edited for thiN
voIlumeI. The editors believe that this collection
provides, under one cover, one of' the first comprehlen-
sive studies of' the Reat.,an administration's national
securit\ policies. That the authors reflected onl these
issues tor somle mionths also makes possible. perhaps.I more reasoned and perceptive judgments of" thle long-
term implications of the policies of this admlinistration.

Part I of- this collection includes f-ive papers onl
reuional and gLobal issues. The f'irst is by, SChuv ýIer
Foerster. who analyzes thle efforts of' President Reacan
to alter thle ag-enda of' armsN control from the legacy of*
SALT (Strateeic Arms Limitation Talks)I. Foerster notes,
that President Reagan has pursued simullltanCousl\ a1
majo staei idernization program and sharp reduc-

tions in both -strate,-,ic and intermediate nuc lear
weapons. Both initiatives w~ere designed to overcomec
the perception of* strategic vulnerability that devcelopedl
in the 19t 70s. The paper examines thelei~c of' SALT.
the dilerrmma of extended deterrence in] NATO. and
evolving US positions in both strategic and intermediate
arms control nei-,oliations. It is FoersteIr's, contention
that while the two initiatives are compatible in the near
term. success in armis control will ultimately reuie h
United States and its allies to reassess their nuclear
strategcies and force miodern izat ion programs.

The second paper. by Paul Godwin. considers US
policies in Asia. (jod\win argues that the United States



has ,.ieý%ed Northeast Asia as strategically more critical
thaln Soetheast Asia. The geographic proxinitm of

China. Japan, the two Koreas. and the Sox ict Union in
Northeast Asia has greater potential for contl]ict than
exists ainong the smaller, less developed nations in
Southeast Asia. The Reagan administration. Godvin
obser•es. has accepted this viers. with some adjust-
ments. set in motion by previous administrations. The

author contends that security relations in Asia. for both
Washington and Moscow,. are far more complex. fluid.
and politicallk sensitive than in Europe. In fact, the
United States under Mr. Reagan has been able to tirm
up loose coalitions of allies and friends ill the A• ia-
Pacific region. But it must nowA strengthen its coopera-
tive ties to IriendlI, it nonaligned. states. thereb\
strengthening the political context required for a suc-
cessful defense policy.

Peter ZwNick is the author of the third paper. He
examines the reasons for Mr. Reagan's shift from the
harsh criticism of the Soviet Union that characterized
his first term to what the author terms a "'realistic"
approach. He suggests that it is the ascendanc\ of
Niikhail Gorbachev that led to this change. In addition.
Gorbachev's leadership style and the politics he adopted
in his first year point to a new. era in Soviet loreign pol-
icy: a differentiated approach to thie West and to the
Third World. In effect. Gorbachev hopes to raise the

cost of confrontational rhetoric to the United States and
io increase the payoff for "'realism'" in American for-
eign policy. Zwick questions whether President Reagan
%ill understand and be \,killing to pla bh\ rules that ne-
cessitate a commlitment to diplonmacW and negotiaed set-
flemnents based on mutual benefits.

John F. (uilmartin tackles w• hat is the most topical

element of the conflict spectrum %ith his wvide-ranging



historical analysis of terrorism. (uihinurtin belie ,es tflat
the use of miilitarN force to counter terrorism has been
"*reasonablv effective." But he goes on to sax that anx

long-term approach requires fundamental reform of the
"military instrument.' More is inkolsed than nev,

equipment: the defense establishment Must understand.
appreciate. and learn to utili/e more effect,,elv tie

leadership and training of its personnel.
The final chapter in this part is RoN Werner's essay,

on security assistance policies. Hie traces their evolution

as a support tool of containment and as a political lever
with nonaligned nations. Security assistance programs.
Werner notes, have not been used as economlic pro-
grams linked to the balance of payments and trade deli-
cits. He also points out that the burdensome trade
deficits faced bv the United States may require .,uch a
consideration. In addition, this paper examines two fun-
damental questions regarding security assistance: the
supplier's responsibility to evaluate a recipient"s use of'
the weapons it receives, and criteria appropriate to this
evaluation. Regardless of the how or why provided.
security assistance should be viewed as only a second-
arv contribution, in the end peaceful resolutions of' con-
flict will ultimately require solutions that do not entail
coercive me•.hanisms.

The second part inclufles three papers on defense
resource requirements. Th.- iirst. by Dennis S. Ippolito.
focuses on defense spending and budgeting. The paper
reviews historical patterns of defense spending and the
relationship of defense outlays to the rest of the Federal
budget. Ippolito contends that the Reagan defense

buildup has not, despite the popular perception. solely
or even primarily been responsible for the worsening of
the Federal budget deficit. Ippolito believe, that P,'!si-
dent Reagan is in a unique position to achieve what was



lift /ltth'd,11( Ito W

CO [Nsiide rd il I p0o01IhCll ie whn he came t o ott ice in 19 I,
natielcl . long-termn ei's th Inl detense arid a redulction ill
thle i-c at ive sile of the 1-edcral buldge't. [~roml ali. per-
sp ect lye, according 1o Ippol ito. th1' is Aould represenCit oneC
of the most important buldge't policN accoiup11'Jlrsients ot
the modern era.

David Secal and Nathan H-Ii ber dis1cuss, manpol,%er
and personnel policies and Conclude that thle UliitCLd
State,, is, in a far better posture Iii(lie late I 9K( s than a
dec:ade earlier. Recruitment _,oals hai~e been met and the
qUalit), of personnel has imnpro~cod niarkcdll.. Se'-'al and
Ilibler attribute these improvemnirts to increases In miii1-
tarN comipensation, to establ ishnient of edcllational
incentives, and to the relati~ell\ hiieh civilian \ outhIuneniplovmient of recent Nears,., '[e au.thor's are- con-
cerned that under budgetary constraints both nianpo'~er
and personnel account,, mla becomie vulnerable. In
addition. existing, benefits,. it' cut Or elimlinatedI. M.ill
affect the inilitar, *s abili tN to compete iii the mar-
ketplace for the qual it% personnel essential in an all-,vol -
unteer torce. Weakeriing of recruitmient incentil~es %0 ll
necessitate additional recrui tment from the sccondarl,
labor market: Nonie n and niiiinon tN vgroup rmembers.
Such a strate,_\ raises, concerns apparent durine1 thle
1 9 7 0~s: Will disadvantal-ed elements of societi, be
greatly overrepresented iii the armed forces arid. in 'case
of wkar. suffer disproportionate casualties?

Dov Zakhcimi contends, that the defense programs
in the (irammii-Rudnian~i- Hotl~inets era must of necessity

remain rouehtv sinmilar to those proposed prior to theI
introduction of this deficit reduction Ie,_istation. He rea-
sonls that US torces imust continue to support coiiiinit-
mients that have existed for several decades. Alterine,
these commitments is unlikely sinece they arc con-
structed on the basis of political relationships developed



]lilt, II llt l tl t •III

since 'Aorld War II. Zikhejin hcliexes that (;rGIuIi

Rudmin-llollings "ill not appreciahlk a•tlcci tile defense
budeet, hlut %, ill cnuendcr chanLc,, in othlcr ar•eýas Of Lox
erniiciita ,pendini.

Panrt III c tlltiskt ItdCr '. ,IlkI \fre and 0'.pll", ,,tcll' It

ope. s x. h a c.h.a pt,.er otl l lnd •ýarltrc h\ \\ 1i1lit++

Slta.tditen nienm " S1dt detlItIIdL'I L NtIC)it'ls ta t 11.)1 M1!'

terit\ xill prc\ Iut the Arm\ troin ,atIll 111C IIIL IL tt l.c
stlucturC Its. I.euders xd t\ ithe t hrIV,tIth

the Lrirted Slate'...\s, • .' .e uc'ce. the \A"11\ I tile
r'e.ILInres 0.000l. I soldiers to 1tar1 an1 I it. rt ltrI().

Must chOOsCe t'MxC ec a -hO]Iox .\nflt* Or tults Ill It,

f lCk stlructrer StIarudeI inaier i ,a I)sNO t n ' l'CI rled 1In at the

eq.itI pntent n.ccssar\ to lti-iht ci ,c'ti\xcl\ \% ill •t , he
ltrthctrninu. durimn this period Of AIStc1itx\ . Itinvittle.i
the United States " ill be ti.'C- (0 t Wl-, prn'arilx ln air
and na\xal torce•, in situations short of \ý| a. xx ith the
Army's rapid deplo.inent capabilit\ ax ailale fir- appro-
priate circumstances. To improxe ox•erall t.lexihilitx.
Staudenmnaier therefore auccest, a reallocation of
defense spending. reducing general purpose NAT')
force expenditures by 6 percent. with this savings
applied to contingency lorcu,:, thereby increasing them
by 25 percent.

The Navy has been the prime heneficiary of' the
Reagan administration's largess. John Williams ampli-
fies and details the strategic concept known as the
"Maritime Strategy,." which formed the basis tor that

Service's expansion. The Maritime Strategy evolved
within the Navy, and dictates how increased naval
capabilities would be used to deter, and possibly to

fight, a conventional conflict with the Soviet Union.
Critics of the strategy. Williams points out. view the

Maritime Strategy primarily as a rationale for the

expanded forces the Navy has long desired. Williams



st.121cets that the current Maritime StrateL\ %A ill be Jutt
cult to sU~tainl In tile I ichtitof hudeetar\ retrenchment.
The dileminx this pos~es for [lhe Nays is that thle threat to
our- national COM11nu 1iltmet is Unlukel% Ito deline11.

A discussion of the Air Force follosms. Thonmas
I-abs anic examines this Ser,. ice and note,, that the Ait
F-orce in 1 980 sýas a tar superior mi I litars iuistrtillient.
quant itatisel and qual ati vel\ to the onle inherited b\ý
President Reagan in I 98 1 Some of thle chances that
have brought this ahout %ýere motisated by cisilians.tIor
example. Miidgetmnan and Special Operations 1-orces:
other,, were promloted h\ the Air Force, an Institution
that Fabsanic contends is too) hards% are-oriente~d. This
latter qual itN hamstrings the institution in its abil its toIdevelop ette~ctive srtgcconcepts,. lea\ ingc thle Sers' ice
vulnerable to p~leas for ne\& s\ stems ss hose k&ariut"Inc11L
values are Suspect.

The Lust article in part Ill is a discussion of the
Stratecic D~efense I nit iativye (SDI)I. Slater and Gold-
fischer are skeptical. contending that contusion arid
inconsistency on the part of the Reacan administration
characterize that program. As presently conceived. SDIl
w~ill likely lead both to an armns raee and to erisis
instabi lit v . There are cood ari unme nt s for a ballistic
missile defense, accordinc to Slater and (ioldfischer.
but the bad argumients put forth bv the Reacan admin-
istration have all but buried the good ones,. The authors
discuss reasons \vhy SD)I is wkorth pursuing: for sate-
guarding against clandestinely retained nuclear weapons
and against third-party or terroristaacsI

In part IV. Jacques Ganslcr examines readiness

issues and acquisition policies. Gansler argues that both
Congzress and the executive branch have historical[%y
focused on problems of "fraud and abuse."' Both insti-
tutions. he believes, should shift their attention to a



needed restuetRIneIHII ol tie p)I~laiu:hdtne Mnd

Packard ('0 trurissiOnl. In addition.1 (KinllerC ',L~t
te Iorms th, fat k Oul Id Ch~a I I2C Ih 1C CUItr IIV Of I rk t.II Vr-
merlit antid. hýprox idimie Iincenti es lor efti,"Crnc% .c0)n

tribute to inrtownients In thle ACquis1itionl IMOIC's
Likk rence Korb 111et~tAt thle I cpartruntII of

D~efense achiex ed corirmensuirate nniPro\ eruenIt' In ra
ness and haird xtare c.apabihit ics dun IiiL the Reclian era,
These iniprowements x% crc a result of a 52_ pecek~nt real
Leroxm h in the def'ense budget ( discounting toi inflation)
between fiscal kxear 1980t and fiscal \cat I M5I
[1oxxexer. Korb is not optimisltic that redies ad

jtainabilit\ Axill continueC to he adequaLtel\ klunded. [hel
fiscal \cear 19'86 bu~deet declined h\ 0 prceiClt Il reAl

ternms. the largest drop in I5 \I cars. and the short-t teriur
outlook does not appear hopeful fot hbudeCt InI.crase,.
The chalC12 lciie xill he to maintain tilte balance bet xx ecu

mioderni/ation and readiness Inl aI period of hudue_'t
retrenchment. If- this is, not done. Korh arg~ues. [the uarns
in readiness of the early 1980~s k% ill he lost quikLHAI

The aulthors and editors hope this \0ol,1ime open'
newA vistas and suggests directions, that heretofore hawe
not been pursued by this or previous admin istratilonl".

Furthermore. f'Or sc'holars. Ik e hope these articles, will
stimnulate fuLrther analx'sis and debate of the issues exam-
nred in this v'olume . Clarification of' the streng~ths and

weaknesses ofl past policies xx ill ultimately assist in
understanding the multidimensional securit\ needs of'
the United States and its alliance partners, in thle decades
ahead.
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Part I

REGIONAL AND
GLOBAL ISSUES
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THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION
AND ARMIS CONTROL:-
REDEFINING THE AGENDA

!ichl ver Foerwer

ith l ank aeenim~a. ntdoeNti enIo-\ [Ii'n1401
,trained treedoln to Shape"I Allena( he~cr iJ

debate the e\ten;l lo \klI hih I l'csidetcan( i.111 aipe, th

phhihnien tic ar IIlf ki\ terminend h.\ tiii
politlical I\ stiistiernat , ilnl Iand doiiie'ti Ini oh11,1
lic Is NIL one . albe~it iniportant . alk. I In 1the 'irenll' il
dletense [)()ic\ .nulo.clar atae\ nd arni' ciitro.'I

Presildents, latituide is Inor csrined bici h\ st Idntac
lor-, than it is, in other pohicx arena,. 1'.or tlw nited
State,,. no s than br oither states. arils conmtrol Inl par
ticukiar is, inter\o\en %kith both hIgh and lm%~hiis at
the domestic lexel. \kithin an allian.ce trinexx ork. mnd iM
an Ls.etinternational conte\t.

Much ot the arm, control aien~L1i %% a, aliveadx in

place xý hen Ronald Reagan entered [the ( )\, a Ot lice
ILquall\. the lPresident inherited a ituto inLM11 Ill hoilCh
there "~as at stronu, impetus" to pursue arms, control inilia1
tions. Because arms, control is at contractual protcess
hetNeen txmo independent si'xýercwn.) actors, each part
must approiach the process \k ith a sense oit .%ircn i,'th x ith
which to ne,.2otiate. cx en ats each1 part\ is hrol.1eht to the
process, out Of at seCFns Of I d1ur1,bINiM. Although these
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M0~ cleinerit' strC1neth and %tIlneraiJlitN are .11 eu.LIal\
part kit all% contractual process. the\. are especialN
salient II the nuclear busi ness wh~ere both the measures
Ot Poi,\r and the naLaenitu~dC Of risk invole such hich

stakes,
It Is commonplace to note that, Jrolitical and mdeo-

lo,_ncal conflicts notv~ithstanding. the United States and
the So xilt L nmoll share a common interest in '\ ar a\ oid-
anc~e and nuclear confrontation. [his Mutual x ul1-
nerab-illit\ oft the nuclear age provides anl incentive for
each ito seek at re-ulated strateoic relationship as one
means ito enhance national Securitv. Conceivabl\ arnms
c.ontrol can provide Mutual benetfits in a nonzero sum

gaine context. Y At the United States and the Sok, ct
Union approach this security dilemma of' the nuclear age
" ith different _,eost rate Lic Outlooks. dillerent perspec-
tives onl the uti lit v of niuc lear \,%eapons and of milIitar\
torce in Leneral. and. accordingly, different force struc-
tures. [or either to f'eel confident about its, albil t\ to
.secure its interest in such neclotiations, therefore, each
side requires sufficient mani festat ions of min itar\
strernth ito sustain leveraue in the necotijtions.

The Reag~an administration ente red office at a time
xAhen US military strenoth A~a, viewked as inadequate to
sustain an efficacious bargaining position. Perhaps, more
to the point. the sense of- American Vullnerabi litv wkas
especiallx high. InI his first Annual Report to Congress.
Defense Secretary Weinbercer stressed **he lonue over-
due mo1derni,'ation of our stratecic: forces."INotimt, that I
aim~s control was "a melancholx chapter in the troubled
histork, of the last decade or m~o.-* WeinhL~ger wxas spe-
cific about the source of' US disappointmnt~I' '( )ur
land-based dicirent forces have become hichlx "ul~ncr-
able even though one of' our main purposes inII S ALT
A~as to prevent such vulnerability-"'
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In mlan\ \as the Reauan administration has,
at temnpted to rede tine the iq-e da ofarmi coittiol . an d III
manm respects it has- succeeded Iin domei so. It is, not so

clear. hoxmceer, that the rckdefinition \0 I'vbe ats complete
and as, strawightorward its hoped b% the adininistratIon
There seemed, from the Outset. I)be at sense that at
rebuildino, of strength xý ould be th0 antidote to \ ii-

ne rab ihit . with strate gic modern I'M/ al iMI, and at returi n toi

nexk toriits o01 arms Control proceeding InI seqceII~kC AS
ce'n es ex oh ed. hotmevet-, the sameI x LnerCIabi I it that
drove the puritsuit ot strength also comlpel led de~liberate
tUoXes in armis control. Indeed, the puLrstuit 01 arms con1-

t1rol ý,as necessar\ ats a con1comlitant conldition for theC
pursuit of mi Iitar\ stretgth.

L en ats the Reag-an administration seemed bent onl
redefinineý the agenda, it Could riot escape the taýict that it
had Inherited a polic\ franiework from its predecessors.
1O understand the conltext of armls conltrol in the Reagan
admi nistrat ion, therefore. it is, nocessar\ to explore the
legac% x% hich it inherited. The next section discu~sNse the
relationship hem~een stratceex and armts control. since
the latter cannot be--or ought not to be-disconnected
from the I ormei. S ubsequent sect ions sum mariie the
leg-acy of the S ALTF process Iin the 1 970l,. lamented b\
\k.einbereer in his first annual report. and the alliance
dimension of US strateg_\ and arms control.

The uinsuccessful neszotiation., onl both intermediate
nuclear forces in Europe and strategic xxeapons betxeen
1981 and 1983 provide the context in %%hich the Reagan
administration sought to dlefine its mk~n approach to

armns control . That period laid the foundation for the
latest efforts, ongoin! Iin Geneva since March 1985.
TIhat process has revealed t securitv dilemma, inherent
to the nuclear auge. wýith profound implications for US
policy.



Nuclear weapons are a significant element oI
national military power for superpowers, but possession
of a strategic nuclear arsenal does not automaticallv
provide a deterrent, nor does it necessarily translate into
an efficacious political instrument. Regardless of one's
offensive prowess, societal vulnerability is a reality
which can he only partly mitigated by military strength.
Weapons programs are necessary instruments for one s
strategy, but they also provide the necessary leverage
for arms control processes which that same vulnerability
compels. The Reagan administration has pursued both
substantial improvement in the US strategic arsenal and
a dramatic reorientation of the arms control agenda.
SucLess in the former is a hedge a'2ainst failure in the
latter, but improved capabilities also serve as levers for
success in the latter. There remains, however, the pos-
sibilitv that success in both arenas may create funda-
mental incompatibilities between the two policy
directions.

Strategy and Arms Control in the Nuclear Age

Well over a decade ago. amid a debate on whether or
how detente would alter the postwar international sys-
tem. Michael Howard wrote:

The objective of strategy has remained unchanged since
before the advent of the nuclear age-coercing one's oppo-
nent into abandoning his preferred course of action by posing
the alternative of unacceptable punishment: but that object
was not to be achieved less by manipulation of actual forces
than by manipulation of risks.3

In many respects arms control has evolved into a
component of defense policy, serving to complement a
state's ability to manipulate others' perception of risk.
Arms control has left its maternal source, idealistic

I
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notions of disarmament, and has become integral to the
stratecic framewvorks in which ,eapolns find their utilit,.

The distinction between arms control and disarma-
ment is an important one. As Thomas Schelling and
Morton Halperin pointed out 25 years ago. arms control
is "concerned less w ith reducing national capahilitie.N
for destruction in the event of war than in reducing the
incentives that may lead to war or that may cause " ar to
be the more destructive in the event it occurs."'' Sim-
ilarly. Hedley Bull noted at the same time that disarma-
ment-the reduction or abolition of arms-need not be
controlled, although arms control involves the necessary
element of restraint in arms policies.. Such restraint
may apply to the character of weapons, to their deploy-
ment, or to their employment: it need not involve a
reduction in the level of armaments and. indeed. mav
not necessarily be incompatible with the increase in cer-
tain types of armaments as long as that increase is
within " framework of restraint on future policies.

Ideally, arms control can facilitate the creation of a
strategic relationship in which antagonists can subse-
quently reduce levels of armaments. The essential e!e-
ment of arms control, however, remains the stability of
the relationship between strategic adversaries rather than
levels of armaments. There may be other side bene-
fits-reducing the effects of war, building mutual confi-
dence between adversaries, or lowering the costs of
defense-but the central utility of arms control is its
ability to reduce the chances of war by minimizing mis-
calculation. misperception, and anxiety in a crisis and
by reducing the incentives for starting a war.6

The development of arms control thinking along
these lines paralleled the evolution of deterrence theory
itself as the latter adapted to the realities of the missile
age. In particular. Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD)



derived as much from arms control thcorN as from
deterrence theory Proceeding from the premise that
nuclear warfare Nas not--and should not be-a usahle
intrument of state polico'. MAD made possible certain
distinction., in \keaponr,, that, in turn. pro\ided a foun-
dation on %%hich arms control could develop. Invulner-
able retaliatory capabilities and \ulnerable societies

"were essential to mutual deterrence. It t*lolled, then.
that \%eapons w hich \ere vulnerable, c::pjhle of disarm-
in" an adversarv's retaliator\ force, or capable of
defending one's ow,,n ocietv msere "'destabilizing"

weapons which ,,ere invulnerable, capable of destroy-
in, an adversar\ys society. but not threatening to ail

I adversar\"s capabilitv to retaliate were "'stabilizing.- In
short, the traditional preference of defense over oft-ense.
at least for arms control purposes. was in a fashion
reversed: deterrence rested on an offensive retaliatory
capability, while the avoidance of defense-at least for
one's society-helped to ensure that any incentive toi
initiating, war would be absent.

The Legacy of SALT

In practice. the Strategic Arms Limitations Talks

(SALT) embodied a process ,,hich had no element ol
disarmament associated wvith it. Limits on intercontinen-
tal ballistic missile ýICBM) and submarine-launched
ballistic missile (SLBM) launchers in the 1972 SALT I
Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons reflected the
US and USSR force structure,,. either deployed or under
construction,.' the five-year duration of' the treaty.
When combined with the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM)

Treaty. however. SALT I appeared to institutionalize
parity: both the United States and the USSR would
preserve their invulnerable retaliatory capabilities and
endure a "'mutual hostage relationship.''
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Yet inst itut jonal i/m, Mn IAD iv, as asratec -ic frame-
~ ~k.a upc' ~.v~r ~ r'~~ h~ heri lusxe.In

the xxake of SALT 1, it became evident that the Sox let
U2nion did not share the L'S theoretical ýiew that societal
\Ulnerabi lity and assured retal ator\ capabilit% were
desirable elements of a strategic framlexx ork. The rea-
sons are political. ideological . historical, and Cultural.
as, well ats strateic. Some suhsequentix argue1.1d that it
%ýas irrelevant whether the Soviets accepted societal vul-
nerahilIitv, as at desirable state of affairs,: the Mutual hIos-
tage relationship remained, for the foreseeable future.
an inherent and unavoidable f -eature of the nuclear age.
Others. however, viewed Soviet p.'rss~tence In pursuingIL
ABvM technology. increased investment in cixi iCICdefens.
and fascination with larc-e. heavx\ ICBNs as, indicatie
of a cont inu incI effort to finld anl escape frontr that hOS-
tage rela~tio~nship.

Likewise. SALT I did not effectivelx block those
Soviet efforts. With respect to the ABM Treaty, even at
c~enerouIS Interpretation of Soviet activix ucet they
haxe pushed the limits of the treat\ ', pro\ isions in proW-
rig- the possibilities of A BMN territorial defense.' Of

More immediate concern, the Soviets, began to e\ploit
the advantaces which larcLer IC*13%1 throw-w\eicht
capabil ity iw them by deploy ing, multiple independ-
enlvfl targctYIY :-.cnrim Vehicles t .\IRV\'s in the xx ake of
SALTV I. [hý ',nited States had only indircetly suIc-
ceeded in restrainine, Soviet "hea\ 1. ICHNI1 deplo\ -

ment in SALT 1. Subsequentl\. \IIRVed Soviet SS IS
replaced the 308X SS-9 "hcax\* y ('BIi, but MultipliedI
the allowable number of inldepen~dentl tarcetable

countersilo-capable warheads h\ at factor of It). Stilli-
ilarlv . despiie altemlpts to block the substitution of
*heaivv ICBMs for " light" ICBN~s. the Soviets began

to replace their SS- I I ICBMs with the Ss- 19. with



three times thle throw%-"ei-ht and MIRVed ý%ith six
\warheads."

Tht, gro\\ th of' a Soviet countersilo capahilit' led
many to speak ot a possible w\indo\% of' vulnerability''
(Or the United States. The dominant issue in arms con-
trol became not the institutionalization of' MAD but
removal of a threat to the LIS land-based ICBM force.
AccordinL, to the looic of' MAD, each side could main-
tain a capability to destroy the other's soc iety. but to
use that capabilitN would onily invite the other side to
retaliate in like fashion. 011lý a firsýt strike whlich effcc-
tivelN disarmied the adversar\ would a1\0id that suicidal
outcome. Countersilo-capable MIR\ Qd ICBlMs.
ho%%ecxer. created thle ominous.1' posslbllit\ that sufficient
"xx rheads, CoulId be tar-eted a~a s nadx ersar\*v
ICBM1 force. effecctix el\ disarmimuc thle onl\ le,- of the
triad capable of striking hard targets. While ox er 55 per-
.cent 1ti US strategeic xx arheads xx crc inl S l~iMs and
almost 25 percent oft its, xxarheads onintrotnna
bomlbers. it xxwuld have thle capabilit to retaliate
aealnst such a Soviet strike oPnA b\ assurine_ the destruc-
tion of" So\viet .ocictx [in short, after Iosine, its
[I'B.\ls. the United States, xx uld still have thle assured
destruction capability called for b% MAD). [he Sox let
Union. ho~xxeer. wAould still retain it% assured oe.,iruc-
tion capabil it\ as, Axell. T'hus. uinder thc logic of MIAl) it
would be irrational for thle United States to retaliate
against a So% iet first strike against the U S IC'B\I, force.

Such at theoretical posslbilit\ propelled a defense',
debate that has cone ito the ver\y roots, of* the nuclear

dilemma. MAD) has been criticized ats a duhious, "the-I
orN of prexxar deterrence" that has, seduIced the United
States into ignori.ng, the essential requirements11 Of' a strat-
eC! inl thle event deterrence tailed:. what wNas needed vxas
at clear notion of hox" military' power could achieve
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political ends in war.11 This debate is often cast in
Glenn Snyder's cla,ssic cate.orization of deterrence
versus defense or. more precisely, deterrence b, punish-
ment versus deterrence by denial. D)eterrence b\ the
threat of devastating punishment is the essence of
MAD. recalling Bernard Brodie's characteri/ation of
the atomic bomb as the "'Absolute Weapon"; the ver\
destructiveness of nuclear weapons has made them the
"- eapon to end \ar,'" because such destructi\e poer
is presumed to have no political utilitN. MAI) mercl,
emtends this feature to its logical conclusion and offers a
framework of stability in which the "'balance of terror"
is not quite so precarious. Deterrence by denial require,

the ability to deny' an adversary military--and hence
political-success b' keeping nuclear \kcapons usable in

the event deterrent threats fail. Such ''arfighiin&'
notions are anathema to MAD. precisely because the
weapons favored under one theory are incompatible
with those favored by the other.

In reality, the ULnited States has never had a totally
" MAD"-oriented force posture. The technology neces-
sary for MIRVinu. for increased accuracy in IC13NM and
SLBM warheads, and for associated command, control.
communications, and intelligence (C'I) had advanced
considerably, paralleling the development of Soviet
strategic warfighting capabilities. The ''Schlesineer
Doctrine.,' embodied in the 1974 National Security

Decision Memorandum (NSDM) 242. called for greater
flexibility in targeting options to allow limited nuclear
strikes as an alternative to indiscriminate response. The
MK-12a RV and warhead, more accurate than its pred-
ecessors, was deployed on 300 Minuteman Ills. and
comparable technology will provide each of the 10 MX
warheads with a hard-target kill capability. Similarly.
the countersilo-accurate Trident 1)5. still to be
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deployed. will transform the SIBM I force trom its tradi-
tional role as a force capable only of alsurinl the
destruction of Soviet socioeconomic assets.

These technological developments led to a neI¢ tar-
geting strateC- in the Carter administration. Presidential
Directive 59 (PD 59). \khich was carried over in the
Reagan administration as National Securiix J)eciion
Directive 13 (NSDI) 13). Fundamentall\ similar. both
strategies primarily target Soviet political structures and
command and control networks, as well as military tar-
Lets. in the attempt to provide the President \kith
options besides the destruction of Soviet society.;: The
force structure required by this strateg. inýol\evs
increas,.-d numbers ot' w~arheads. greater hard-taruet kill

capability, and a substantial investment in both -round-
based and space-based C'l capabilities. The search for
strategic defense options represents merely an evtension
of this logic. not based on a desire to achieve a first-
strike capability against the Soviet Union. but based on
a reluctance to stay locked into a mutual hostage rela-
tionship whereb-v an American President has onlh the
options of surrender or suicide in response to Soviet
attack.

The Carter administration's "'countervailin , strat-
eey gyas announced in August 1980. in the \wake of his
withdrawal of the ill-fated SAILI II Treaty from ratifica-
tion proceedings in the Senate. While the failure of
SALT II certainly did not cause this shift in strategic
thinking, it represented a general disillusionment with
an arms control process that did not appear to be

improving the US strategic predicament." Like its
saline predecessor. SAILT i largely ratified existing
force structures. While it succeeded in imposing limits
on MIRV-capahle weapons systems, and indirectl\
capped the number of warheads available to each side.
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it did no, fundamentall\ alter a markcd So\ lit
adv~antaLge in hard-targct kill-capable ICBM,_ O (ppo-
nents of the treaty. amnonLe them ('artLr', successor,
rejected It as 1aa ~flav~ d' hecanIS It Cii)L 1e0e t
legitimiue this theoretical ins-tabi I it, Proponents of thle
treat\~ noted, in rebuttal, that thle 1' SSR ý as at least
restrained in future \Aeapons des elopnments. ýkhile thle
I 'nited States dlid not has e to alter Its existine- plan,, tor
strateuic modernization.

The Alliance D~imension,

The ultility of' nuclear wkeapons -- and. hence. the desir-
ability of alternative schemes for controlline, themn is
only part l\ understood in the coic \ of0 thle t S-Sm letc

competition. Were the United States to he concerned
only with the security ob its, o\\ n te! , itor\ thfie dilemmas
of the nuclear ace s~ould he less, complicated. althoutlh
.still not simply resolved - The req U lire ciiiC[s tor

*extended dleterrence ''--the deterrence of attacks
aLainst allies--are different from those of " basic deter-
rence' -the deterrence of attacks anainst oneself. The
loLde of MIAD) is at least theoretical l\ applicable inl a
relationship between two nuclear- armed adversaries.
.since it offers little or no incentive for either side to ini-
tiate a nuclear strike. The logic of MAD) does not.
however, provide Much solace for the Western Euro-
pean allies of the North Atlantic Trreaty Organi/ation
(NATO . The doctrine of flexible response obliges
NATrO to defend against. for example. a Soviet inva-

sion with conventional forces, but contemplates the pos-I
sibility that NATO might have to escalate to the nuclear
level in that defense. In short. NATO) might bind itself
the first to use nuclear \keapons. and the United
States--the provider of that extended deterrent guaran-
tee-..- wvould have to Authorie that first use.
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Such use of nuclear %%capon,, can now take thrcL
I ormns: tactical or battlefield "c apons. intermeDd.:
nuclear forces based in Eurone. and thle L'Sstaci
nuclear arsenal. So-cal led tactical nuclecar NCarons1
Could be used against tart!ets confined ito the EuopanI0)M
theater of' operation,.. lDe 'igned as a link In a chain of
graduated response ranging from conventional detense
to stratec-ic nuclear retaliation a-ainst the USSR. these
%,xeapons are being1 unilateralk reduced to 4.t000 in
Europe. do~xn froml a peak of some 7,000 \keaponN in
the 1 9 70N. Although they pose a threat ito attackine,
forces. the,ý are not capable of striking the territor\ of
the USSR.

Until 1 983. the only effecti~ e ý%aN to keep thle
Soviet Union from beini- a antr\in a %A ar which
the\ nii~ht initiate in Europe \%%as to use thle U'S Ntratcgic
arsenal. Clearly such use of weapons ý%ould require that
US strategzic nuclear Aceapons be in fact "usable"-
capable of achieving desired political en~ds. A puirel\
MAD force Posture wkould not provide that option. but
as noted above. counterlorce x\.eapons and targeting run
counter to the logic of MAD. Mloreover, to the extent
that the Soviet Union remains in a position ito emrplo\
nuclear wkeapons against US strateo'ic assets-and
thereby deter US str~ateuic use-the credibility of' U'S
extended deterrence may he even more questionable
than that of the US basic deterrent threat.

Helmul~t Schmidt. then Chancellor of the Federal
Republic of Germany (FRG't. stressed this conflict
between the requirements tif extended deterrence andI
the realities of superpower nuclear parity to the NATO
allies in 1977:

IStrategic parii I \x ill make it necessary dlUring, the coinin
xears . .. ito reduIce the political and military rote ot Ntrategic
nucltear t,%capons as a normal componenit of de fcn,ýc and



deterrence. the ýtii.legic. n ucleir :omimiocrir %t,11 hccomcll
in~e'Iet\ren-'arded ts~ 11n rflUtMenr 0I kj~l ICS0r. It) 11\C

th 111C '111 rtereNI and /P1lk' tilt fNil nu,- .I0 Iho11c' ti

A parado\ existed: to the extent SALT I SULceededL
inl inStitUtionaliiing, sUperpo~k~er parrt\ anid MAD). it
tended to underniine the extended deterrent t'011ndatiOns'
of' NAT\lO. To the extent that the SALT proccess tailed ito
deal succeNSfUlly \%ith the strategic predicaml"ent Posed
by Soviet ICHI3 developmrents. it further exaeerhated
this paradox. ()nls b% creating, a balance hetm~een
N ATO) and Warsawk Pact .con~ entijonal forces con Id
NATO reduce its reliance onl the Vnited State,,

j extendedI-deterrent giuarantee. S ince that ),kas not torth-
corn iii NATO) turned to at third form of nuclear
t~keapori--Lono- Ranve Intermediate N uclear Force
(L-RIN F t--to holster the -coupl ing- ot the defense of
Western Furope and the US extended deterrent.

NAT'U(s I979 dual-track decision eximsioned the
deploxment ot' 57-2 US Pershing, 11 and gF0ound- launchedl
cruise misisiles (GLCAls) in Western Europe. beginning
In 1 983, unless the Sox ict Un ion 1aereed to neC!,otirate
appropriate reduictions in their nuclear missiles- -peciIi -

calkv their nexk SS-- 2 0 s -timed at Western EuLrope. No
atirecijient %% as fo~rthcoming. and deplo\ merits continueC
although N ATO councils persistentlY stress their

x -ilinness -to modify . halt, reesor dis pense
altoc-ether "~ith L-RIN F mlissi le deplox mertit as part of at
balanced. equitable and effec~ti\el\ \eritable arms con1-

trol aureemerit. [he mnissiles* si ni ficance lies inI
their capabilitty to target thle Soviet UlniOnl from11 Eurlope
so that the US SR coulId not expect to remlain a siinctular\
in a European conf[Iict . Ix~ 0 sorfex~ hat piaratdox ic al
areuriients existed for the deploymnents. First, thie mnis-
siles %%ere a threat to the Soviet heartland even it' the



I nited States decided to deter uIse of its 'dralceic arsenlal
In a1 Europeanl ,onlltiiCt. Second. thle' manifested a cn
tinUim-! L'S cominntment and, sonme arl-LCued 1ICIdC the
escalation to stiatgci.i nucle.ar C'.clane bet xecin the
superpox. crs more necar!' mne' tiable. thereb'. citerrinII,
the So\. let Uimon.

What has exolved oxer the past decade. ho'.x'.c\i.
is an increasinul'. blurred distinction het%keen Mi at had
pre'10.1iousl been t''.o separate 'balances of po'o. ci-- the
theater balance inl Europe and the superpo'm.er nuc lear
halance . The SALT process had been possible Inl part-
because it had confinied itself ito the hi lateral superpi mci
relationship. InI the currcnc'. of' SALT 1. -stratC21i-
was equated to *intercontinental': neit her the hilinted
So'.iet nuLclear capabilIit\ aga inst N ATO )inaIccurate
SS--4 and SS-5 niissi les - -nor dhe l imited U'S -fork.~aid-
based systems- (FB35 NLIsch as, tacticail aircraft capable
of, strikirme targets in the So\viet Un iion. \%c re included ill
SALT 1. SALE 1-1 like'...ise deferred the knottl\ issues' Of
Soviet INIF In termied iate-Ran ce Ntic lear Force)
inclUding the nev. I,, deplo'. d SS 20 and N BV
[135. and skirted new% -era% '.are Ssl.semls suIch as, the
Soviet IBackfire bomber and UiS cruise missiles.'I NecLo-
tiations m..ere difficult enoug~h '...hen the U~nited State,,
and So'.iet Uniiion had to contend '."ith as'. nmetrcal
f'orces and doctrinal perspecties. The\ seemed nichl
impossible if the netcotiators' diffteringe geostrategic
positions, in Furope wxere included. Even had the nego-
tiations remained ostensibly bilateral. the accompanm Im-

int ra- alliance net-otiat ions would have been onerous I
Giv en that polities remiai ns the art of' (the possible."
arms control remains the "act of' the ne.'oti'ible" -,rav-
area systems seemed destined to be deterred to -SA11
N +- I . In this case. hovkever. SALT Ill required SALT
If. but( the Soviet ino.asnmn of Ahvihanistan and the subse-
quent 'su~spension'' of SAIl' 11 ra i fication [in the



I'nitedI State, -allI Nithin a mionth of NAtO>, 'daL,1
track decision' - h, ý'>d ill for SA-iL IIll.

(hanging the Paramneters o/ Alrm.% (Com iu: 198/41983

In his tir~st press conferentce atter hli,, In1AW1ra-itii. Rea-
gan set a harsh rhetorical tone to V.S-So% let relations.

J-hle So\ iet'.l ha\e o~pcnl\ 111dI lpihli~l\ dlCeCldLd Il the1 OW On
tioraitt thex rccogifl/c iý MM Mit\ ll Itirlie their eanS jo
prolnotine , orld rew l~titon and a onc-\ktrtld Solelalist 01 iH1

niurn"it sI icy. Incanine theN resetpc tinto Ihicisllwc', thie ichi~
to comminit amt crimeI. to Ile. to Cheat, Inl OWudet to Jttalil 01a.11
a~nd thait i, 1110'.1l not iiiiiiiurl,1 111( \ý C O[MeiaC oil a dilI cCICI
"set of standards I think MIC1 henil do husniessCý W iii dhicii

WUo keep thiat in nindt

lhiN and similar statementsý h\ other offic.ials stitakd
the administration's, intention ito c.hariue the tramens ork
;.ý ich had Characlcrii'ed prte i osN arms ci mitt c~lorit t

LIAI.I. Tlhe immediate arills Control auenlda for the
R'eagan admnitistratiton ,\ a, not stae~cnuclear

%keapons but LR IN I. I La~nLc affirmned inl I-ehruarLIMAN
LIS support ft'r the 19'79 N ATO dual-track dec~isionl onl
LR IN F. Rezucan announced the I.'S negotiating position
in No~ernber. D~ubbed the -Z~ero O;t iov., the pioposal
en' isionedi eaneelline, Pershing 11 and (iLCNII deplo\ -
ninents--still tvko .,ears, awa\ -inl \change for Soviet
dismantf inc of- S5-4. SS-5 S.and SS-20 intermediate-
ranc~e missiles. includitic those SS-20s deployed in) the
Uiral Mountains and the Soviet. Far Fast.'

The Political merit of the Zero Option la\ In Its,
sirnp! icitv. The President Could claimn the "moral hichI
ground" and restore *disarmantent" to arms control k\

stressing that Soviet agreement could permit '*tile
removal of anl entire class of wecapons.-Not included
wkithit the framle-'ork of the proposed I.RINF negotia-
tiowm %ere US theater s\ stemsý in Europe. British and



French nuclear force,,. either ,Ide's aircrat t ()I sea-based
sx stems,. or shorter-ranc~ed So% let sx stems like thle SS -
' I , ". Or- 23 SubsequentII debates e olxCOk arounId
thle "real" h ak,!Ie InI FAurope \%tilh publ ic and prix ate
Orcaflh/ationsl anld mdix iduLAls onl all sides x~ccInll

%% Ith s ariOuIS calculations' anld meIa'surementCI sCheCIIIC'
What Made mucI,.h of the debate oxer "thle balancex"

melanl ill'.! less. Of course. \t d5that NATO( )s propcscd
LR INF dleplo~ nients had l ittle to do xý ith a Sos ict ti,,e-
ater iitic lear t hreat that sonicho% - needed to be

"tIatched" militarils The StIx lets Cr~low d a nucleai-
capabilit against NAl F0 cx en before the first SS-4 xs as
deplO\ ed inl I9 5 9. Indeed, one Canl cx~ en arILcu that SS

"ONar e preferable to obsolete SS 4s and SS5- \ b\ [V-
tue of their mlobilit\: hel inl\ ulnerabilit\ of the SS
21Os- ----ohs~ithslandincIL the increcased nil itars% threCat the\
pose --renderN them less likels to he usedCo preIpICIItixeix
inI a crisis,. N AT)'s fnundamental strategice problemii
x% hie h prox ided thle imlpetus' Ior thle 1971 dUal -aC k
decision. x,%as that thle central strategic relationship
cx cii uinder anl antlicilpated A. 11VI aigreelicint- ss ould
at best be one ol parit\ anl muILtual deterrenlce. ( i ixen
the failure to achie' c a conoxentional force balance, ats
Schmidt noted inl 19i77 and I leors K issincer reii 'r-led inl
1979. ' thle extended deterrent foun11dat ians1 of NA F[()

xý cre c les than sol id, This " detrrenice Lap" '---not the
SS- 20~s themnselses--pros ided thle basis b'r x iex~ing
Sosiet niilitar\ pow~er as potentiall\ capable of nuclear
blackmail. -The parallel debate onl -rio firt-, us'Of
nucelar xx eaponls inl Futropc \kits not. mnloreoxer. tin-I
related to thle LRINF' dilemima. -

Not s~mrprsiin1_l\ . there x" as, considerable debate
w~ithin the Racian adm in istrat ion about the LR IN U
tie cot iat inc fi amework - SecretarN of' State Ale *ander
Halic xx as certainl\ rnot alone Iii suceestinc that xx ce



%Nitfdi OU\\I' .11alit ICelCl it' \ýQ coulid hake it. "'BecoaLVe

LINFI depfo\ nientý ý\ere Lieignced to teitriorce thle V.'S
emtenied deterrent gutarantee. ehinination o1 So~ jt
IRI\'[ did not sok\ the problem. I-or others,. thle /cm
Optfon "\as a guarantee that no agiereniift \m oid he
I rtf ci. ming, that the Pcrshiites, and ( k('.I konfd he
deployedl onl sch1-edufe. and that thle So\ ict I nlioni V Oiifd
find itselfI defeLated poiia \both bcauseC thle t. nitedl
States \ %onfud ha\ e captured thle Moral hlit1 ch erOUnd in thle
pr~)ig aeaiifa baittle and bee anI filte alliance ýWn d ha\ C

ifettostr tidlte uityll and res'ofC I\Ce necesar for e\act -
Il,- so\ jet conlcessionsl onl other1 issues.

Affiance cohei~onl \\ as nio(t a oiceonle onchlsion.
j ho~ e\ er. a,, (ti LR IN F ne!cot tat tons in Gene\ a dragceed

on. Affied pressure itseClf a ',OLUCC of \ ufncrahifit\ tor
thle 1'DniCed States- Moiuinted as Lo\ ernmcnts, in Ml ose
coun1triC1. thle nwlissi, lesýcre to he depfoýCed Urezed ffec\-
ihifitv in the L'S negofiatirne position. L en if thle iero
Option soIlution ý\iS aor liieCe\C one nlot thle mlost desirable
on tetli itue )il a stratec ic p. o:Pint ti of %i vc~ . art arnIN cotntrol
agreement becamne % al ned for it,, pol iticalf merit. It
ý%onfld pressnre-indeed restlore --a pofitical process
heixk ecu thle SUperpmk~ers %Nhich xWonld utitigate Luro-
pWan an e\it s' Onfd enabfe ILuropean gowertiments to
undercut oppositiolln movements s% hose memnbers, had
taken to the streets in the thons11ands. and it mi liih at
feast restrain COntInnIuC11 Sos iet tlifitar\ dekefopliiierltt

In anl address Ito thle Anmeri can Legcion inl b hi-na y
I 9MV Kagan offered sotite ffexihifits fOr the Zero
O)ption Hie continued to insist that French and British
s\ stems Coulfd not he incfuded aid tfhat SS--21s depfow d/
in) thle I-ar 1-ast CoulId not he e\C f tided 11rom1 anllre

tuenlt reffctit"icg pressure from affies in Asia too).

tie felt open. hser.thle poss'ihifitv of at finited
agrecmciiin. prov ide1d that ecquafitý of tights anid fimits
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and "'effective measures of verification" were main-
tained.- Although helpful politically. this show of flex-
ibility produced no progress. Willingness in principle to
consider alternatives to the Zero Option. or what had
become known as the "'Zero-Zero Option," did not
remove the fact that there was no agreement on what
kinds of "equal limits" could be established. Clearly
the United States could not accept a freeze that left the
Soviets with more than they had in 1979, but neither
could the Soviets be expected to dismantle existing sys-
tems while NATO deployed theirs. Moreover, the
increasing complexity of the "'balance" calculations
coincided with the beginning of a leadership succession
crisis in Moscow. during which no substantive policy
demarches could be expected.

On 23 November 1983. in the wake of the Soviet
shootdown of a Korean airliner, one day after the West
German Parliament approved the deployment of Per-
shing lls, and the day the first GLCMs arrived in the
FRG. the Soviet delegation suspended indefinitely its
participation in LRINF negotiations. Two weeks later.
on 8 December, the Soviet delegation to the START
negotiations followed suit.-5

START. In the November 1981 televised address in
which he laid out his Zero Option for LRINF. Reagan
also declared that his new agenda for strategic arms
control was not SALT but START-Strategic Arms
Reduction Talks. These negotiations began in June 1982
in Geneva.

As with the LRINF negotiations, the United States
began with a hard-line "linkage" position of no nego-
tiations unless Soviet concessions were evident in other
areas and evolved to a position of apparent simplicity,
with the potential for disarming critics even if it did not
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successfully disarm the Soviets. A year before, during
his Senate confirmation hearings. Eugene Rostow, the
new Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency (ACDA). had urged a return to "effective con-
tainment" as a necessary precursor to the fruitful pur-
suit of "'detente and arms control."''2' Rostow
subsequently highlighted the need for preliminary dis-
cussions on ways to verify compliance before beginning
any formal negotiations on arms reductions.27

Linkage is a double-edged sword, as the United
States discovered during the Nixon administration and
the complex nexus of agreements that characterized the
heyday of detente during the early 1970s. Linkage sug-
gests a contingent willingness to seek agreement on one
issue, provided that other issues are made part of the
process or that prior concessions are made.

To hold agreement in one arena hostage to conces-
sions on other issues suggests that one is willing to
defer the benefits of agreement if those concessions are
not forthcoming.

At the outset of the Reagan administration, the
rhetoric of linkage was strong. As Secretary of State
Haig told the Foreign Policy Association in July 1981,
we will seek arms control, bearing in mind the whole context
of Soviet conduct world-wide.... Linkage is not a creation of
US policy, it is a fact of life.'ý

Given concurrent crises in Poland, Central Amer-
ica. and the Middle East, then. one should not have
expected much progress in arms control. For the Reagan
administration, there were reasons enoughi not to hasten
back to a strategic arms control forum. It was, after all,
the first year of his term: the administration's own posi-
tion and bureaucratic process were still in flux, the
political dynamics of LRINF demanded more immediate
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attention. and there remained the nagging problem of
"shether to reject or adhere to the SALT i1 treaty.

During the first year of office, moreover, the Rea-
gan defense program incorporated some striking defense
reductions on both budgetary and strategic -rounds:
Titan 11 ICBMs were earmarked for retirement, as wkere
the last remaining eight submarines carrding Polaris
SLBMs. Reagan's strategic modernization program. on
the other hand. remained largely in the dechlopment
stage, and several of its elements were not Net firm. The
Carter administration's program for 200 NIX missilcs
rotating among 4.600 Multiple Protective Shelters

IMPS). for example. was soon cut to 100) missiles. w ith
40 to be deplo~ed in existing silos." By Ma, of 1982.
the proposed basing mode had been changed to ('losels
Spaced Basing (CSB) which relied on ''fratricide"
and perhaps on ABM cover-to preserve their invul-
nerabilitv but this concept met with little enthusiasm on
Capitol Hill"'

Any application of linkage to strategic arms con-
trol. therefore, seemed doomed, and indeed, there werc
no preliminary negotiations on verification. The Reagan
administration was not in a position to undercut an
existin--albeit dormant-arns control regime if. as
the Joint Chiefs, of Staff (JCS) pointed out in 198 .
there was nothing the United States would do differentl\
in the absence of SALT 11 restraints. Accordinglv. the
State Departinent had already announced on 4 March
1981. *'We will take no action that would undercut
existing agreements so long as the Soviet Union
exercises the same restraint."'' Despite imposition of'
martial law in Poland in December 1981. LRINF nego-
tiations continued because, as Haig noted, there was "a
fundamental advantage to the West as well as to the
East" in continuinc that dialogue. '- Two weeks later,
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however. deterioration' ot the Polish situation caused
a delay in the expected announcement of a date for
negotiations on strategic arms.

In his commencement speech in Eureka, Illinois.
on 9 May 1982, Reagan outlined his START proposal,
calling for substantial reductions-approxinmately one-
third-in US and Soviet strategic arsenals." The notion
of a one-third reduction was not a new one. Senator
Henry Jackson had proposed a one-third reduction as a
framework for SALT[ if as early as 1973, and Carter
opened his administration with an abortive one-third
"Deep Cuts" proposal in March 1977. " Reagan's pro-
posal was directed specifically against the Soviet ICBM
threat to US ICBMs. Strategic warheads %kcre to be
reduced to 5,000. %kith a suhceiling of 2.500 ICBM
warheads. and ICBM and SLBM launchers were to he
reduced to 85). Allhough tbe United States would have
had to reduce its deployed warheads approximately 30
percent. compared to 26 percent for the So\ iets. Soviet
ICBM warheads would have had to he reduced 53 per-
cent while the United States still had room for 50)0 %ar-
heads (or 50 MX) after Titan If retirement. The Soviets
were hardly receptive to this approach. arguing that it
discriminated against the mainstay of their defense.
TheN offered instead a reduction in both sides' deliver,,
vehicles. Although this would have forced the USSR to
reduce theirs six times the number required of the
United States, the fundamental strategic relationship
would have remained essentially unchanged: The
Soviets. with a substantial advantage in hard-tareet kill
warheads. would still pose a threat to the US ICBM
force, 

I
By early 1983. there had been no progress in

Geneva. and the US ICBM modernization program was
in disarray as the administration searched for a politi-
cally' acceptable basing mode for MX. In January.
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Reagan commissioned retired USAF Lieutenant General

Brent Scowcroft. who had advised his three predeces-
sors. to form a "Blue Ribbon' committee to examine
the administration's strategic force modernization pro-
.ram and arms control posture. The Report of the Presi-
dent's Commission on Strategic Forces. released on 6
April 1983. had a major effect on the direction of U)S
policy. In the main, the commission endorsed the broad
contours of administration policy-including basing I0)
MXs in existing and presumably vulnerable Minuteman
silos-but redirected US policy in several keý areas.
First. MX was to be only a transitional weapons sstem.
pending development of a small. single-,arhead ICBM
(dubbed "Midgetman"). The near-term vulnerability of
existing ICBM silos was deemed acceptable because of
the prospects of "superhardening" and by virtue of the
"operational uncertainties" the Soviets would face in
disarming the LIS with ai first strike. Fundamientally.
however, the MX offered a potential 'bargaining chip''
for arms control, although those words were not used:
of the six reason.s, iý,.d in support of the MX. the first
two addressed the need to influence Soviet willingness
to negotiate by keeping the MX program going and the
need to demonstrate US 'national %ill and cohesion."
Other reasons reflected principally a desire to retain the
MX as a means of preserving the targeting flexibility
outlined in PI) 59 and NSDD 13. not just to sustain the
US basic deterrent but to enhance the extended deter-
rence guarantee to NATO."'

Of more potential long-term significance, the
Scowcroft Commission urged development of Midget-
man and a shift in arms control toward reductions in
warheads rather than launchers. Instability in the US-
Soviet strategic relationship, the commission contended.
derived from the proliferation of MIRVed warheads on

I
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ICBMs. providing a warhead-to-target ratio conducive
to a Soviet first strike. Ideally, if both sides returned to
single-warhead ICBMs. there would he no such
incentive to preempt, especially it their deployment
modes were mobile or otherwise less vulnerable. This
required, however, a change in arms control policy:
from a strategic point of view. limitations on launchers
served to limit the number of targiets the other side
needed to hit: from a practical standpoint, the 850-
launcher ceiling envisioned by the opening START pro-
posal precluded any program like Midgetman. Indeed,
the JCS had f:mvored the 850-launcher ceiling precisel
because it would provide a target set %hich could be
covered by US systems." On 8 June 1982. Reagan
dropped the launcher ceiling from the US START pro-
posal to bring it in line with the Sco,,.croft Commis-
sion's recommendations.

The Scowcroft Commission laid the foundation for
a crucial compromise on MX in the Congress and bipar-
tisan support for the administration's START proposals.
Led by Congressman Les Aspin. this support produced
congressional authorization for the initial procurement
increments of MX. coupled with the development of a
" build-down'" proposal offered to the Soviets in late
1983, Build-do\n proposals varied in their complexity
but involved a net reduction in warheads as each side
modernized its forces: conceptually, if any side per-
sisted in deploying heavy MIRVed systems, the price
would be disproportionately higher in terms, of the
simultaneous reductions that such an agreement would
require. ' Of more immediate significance. however,
"'linkage'' had been applied in US domestic politics: the
price for MX was an arms control proposal that Con-
gress had participated in developing. just as NATO's
dual-track decision of 1979 had coupled modernization
with an arms control initiative.
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The timing of the build-dowAn proposal was hardl\
conducive to success. Soviet-American relations had
been soured by the Korean airliner shootdown, and
NATO's LRINF deployments were pending. Andropov
had disappeared from public view and another Soviet
succession struggle had begun even before revelation
that the incumbent had died. The Soviets suspended
both LRINF and START negotiations to regroup at
home. The 13 months of the Chernenko period, begin-
ning in February 198-+. provided a respite for both sides
to contemplate new directions in nuclear policy and. for
the United States especially, to reflect on basic
premises.

SThe Scovcroft Commission had articulated a wkay
to integrate force moderni/ation, nuclear strateg5\. and
arms controi policy. The first three years of the Reagan
administration represented a classical example otit
building a position of strength which could prox ide
leverage in arms control. Considerable leverage \, as
needed: what %%as desired was nothing less than a major
restructuring of the Soviet strategic force posture. The
United States was likew~ise at a strategic crossroads. On
23 March 1983. Reagan announced his Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI) which portended a major trans-
formation of both US strategy and, potentially. force
posture. The US arms control policy no longer
accepted, except by default with SALT 11, a nominal
freeze on force levels w hich could be verified w\ith rela-
tive ease. Disarmament, in a fashion, had returned to
arms control in the form of major reductions, while the
currency of arms control had changed from launchers to
warheads. When negotiations resumed. with Gorbachev

as the new Soviet leader and Reagan reelected in a land-
slide, the agenda of arms control had changed. perhaps
irreversibly.
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The Geneva A~rms Corntrol Agenda

On 12 March lt8X5. the Vnited States and the So\ ict
1,nion reopened arms control rle tiations in (icnc\ a.
hax inc anreed inl ianuar\ 'that the subject of the nceo-
tiatiotis A~ ill he a eonlplc\ ot questions cOncernIne *JIL

and nuclear arms hoth strategic and intermediate lail-ce
\k ith all the questions Considered and resol ed in theirl
interrelationship. ' T hree separate nota Intola
xý crc subsumed uinder onle unibrelila. isso x \Crc resurrec-I-
tions ofl the START and L.RIN[' neuotiations Mu hch the
Sox jets had abandoned in late I N,3. [he th id \\,aN a

new~ issue, space-baseCd d~etensCS. reCt~lectiieI a o)\ let
desire ito thxý\art SIDL The Soy ets, stressed troull the otil

set that all\ a,_rcernent required progress in all three
neca:tiations while the United States stressed that aerec
mient in one forum should frto( be hostage to an oh:

What is at stake in Genex a is %\ hat the Reauan
administration has termed Its -stratee ic concept

lDurinL the nest ten ears, the U S bJectfix C IN a radical reCduc-
tion in the po%%cr of esist1Ing1 and planneId otteInsix nuLCI~lea
arms, as kkell ais the stabili/atioin )t thle relationship hectxcin
offensive and detensixe nuclear arm,~. Mihthert oin earth kor in
space. We are cx en noxk looking torx~ ard ito a period ol tran-
sit ion to) a more Ntahie \A rkt . with recatk lxeduced Iccl xe I
nuclear armis and anl enacIIUed abi1l\ ixto decter \\in- bawcd upoin
anl incrcasino contribution Ot non1-nuLclear defenses amainst
ot tensixe nuclear arnms."

The centerpiece of this s*,tratecii, concept . is stra-
teic defense: the abi I t\ . as, Reauanl outlined in MIarch
I 983. to "intercept and destiro stratecie ballisltic mis-

si les before they. reached our owni soil or that of OurI
allies.*"' The Strateciei lDefcns Initiative, in Reauan s
x ision. means nothitng less than providinge "the means
of rendering these nuclear \keapons impotent and
obsolete." As such, it strikes at the very core of post-
war deterrence thinkini- which has been based on the



premnise that deterrence deri,,es from the threat 0l otlen-
s+i'v retaliation. The pox•.er of the concept stems as xv cli
from rising concern about the prospects of "nuclear

wminter' in the ex ent ofI even linmited nucle'ar
exchanges.42

In essence, the Reagan administration had decided
to pursue strategic stabilitv based not on the nucle'ar
x, capon as the "Absoltite Weapon'" but on a nex,
"- Absolute Weapon" which could defend nonlethal!'.
and nondestructivel.k against nuc.lear ,.aeapon,. The con-
troversv over SI)! rex olxcs principally around assess,-
ments of its feasibilIity. and the form it migeht take.
Although that can hardk) be resoi, ed before specific

l technologies can be assessed, the theoretical issue is not

• premature. The Strategic l)etense Initiative is not oni>
the centerpiece of Reagan\' 'strategic concept."' e hich
can only he described as "'lone-term.' it is also the
central issue in ongoing Gene'.a negotiations, tho'. one
view.s the prospects of strategic detense--however pre-
mature that assessment may be--colors one's assess-
ment of wrhat is desirable and negotiable in Geneva.

Critics of SI)1 have rightly noted Soviet concern
about !L'S breakthrougzhs in defensive technohoey and at
the same time warned of the difficulties in fulfilling this
strategic vision.41 A defense which meets this Admin-
istration's criteria--survivability of the defensive sys-
tems themselves and marginal cost-effectiveness44 ---
mas not be readily achievable. Yet both these criteria
are necessary tor stability. If defense is not cheaper than

olfe•nsive co+untermeasures, then one has only succeeded
in creating! an pn-ddsirlof anie+ n
instability. If defensive systems are not sur'. ivable, then
offensive systems are not rendered "'obsolete" and,
worse, the side which possesses the defense may suc-
cumb to a 'Maginot l~ine mentality."' In that case.



there remains an incenljke to strike fIrst, Ito disami \tiii-
nerab Ic delIc tse s ol \&h ich the d~endc der ha', re I cd
ewcessit~el\: this instahihitv Could persist :c~ n alter both
side, have skeathercd tile prcsumllab~l\ unstahlc
tion' aind deplo~ed their respectix edlce.

Such criticism of- s\hat remains ()il\ a h\ pothcltkcal
defensive stratecs, has led mans to su121Ccst that SD)I be
etiploited as, the quintessential bargaining chip it) e\act
substantial Soviet concessions on of~lensi 5 arsenials and
therebt, close firmis the **ýkindoss o Ol uLlnlCrabilIt\.' In
short. SDIl should be traded for the ceistitw, thicat to VS
land-based 1(BICHs thereb\ reslorinL NIAD. ) et. SI)
remains. as thie administration has, reiterated.
research programi . .. conducted mi accordance \kiithia

restrictie interpretation of' thle I A B NI treat\',, obl igi
tions. '' lBarritw verification of at ban onl *purpsIT)NILC
research programls--as opposed to testing or deplo\ -
rnent of' established sy~stemns- SD)I is not rc'adfls nleo-')
liable in any arms control agreement. especiall-s since
the U SSR and allies not part\ to thle aereemntcl conduct
similar research.

Before the 19-)20 Novembher I 98* Reacain-Gor-
hachev summit mleetinue the adtiinistration attetupted ito
assure the Soviets by offeritie 'Jive to wesen \ears
notice"' in advanee of' deployment to allox% negotiations
on dletensive ssNstenis. As Amnhassador Paul Nitie told aI
House Fo~reien Affairs subcommittee, "the research
program wkas not on the table" but that "other aspects
of, the progranm" were negotiable.-I One month alter the
summrit. Rea,_an announ ced that thle U~nited StatesI
wvould continue to abide by, the SALT 11 'Freatv after its
e\pirafion. despite "a continuing pattern of* Soviet non-
compliance." Trhe US position had evolved to oine ol'
apparent flexibility to preserve an arms control process
wAhich had picked up momlentumn since the summit.
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More sienifticant, the President had become perso(nalix
imnoled in the process. indicating a significant depar-
tire fromt earl ier adm in istrat ion arguments that "arm,~
control ikthout agreements' miqht be preferable ito the
political drama of' ncgotiations and presidential
summnitr\ x

It seems clear that. in man\ respects. the Rcatgan
administration ha,- dcxecloped a nmore i ntense comm it -
ment ot the arms control rrocess. Oin the one hand, the
U S ne-gotiating, position appear,, stronger than it did five
-,ear, betore. Regardless of' xxhether SDI1 is or cx en
could he a bargaining chip. the possibil it\ that It might
be negotiable in the long term has enticcd the Sox lts

j ~inito an apparcnt]\ greater commitment to the process as
w\ell. for economic and politic:al if not strateci-c reasons

Bv the same token. the admi nistrat ion is comnimen-
suratelx more vulnerable to thle demise of arms control.
The president',, personal involvement, both his stratec.ic
\ision of' dramatic reductions and his involxement in

summnitrv. makes it harder to resist the process. Mean-
xx hi Ic. the costs. of' US comm it ment are tane ihle
adherence to SALT[ 11 reqIuired that the Uinited States
dismantle a Poseidon submarine \khen the sc~enth Tri-
dent submarine wvas deployed in the fall of 1 985 and
that two more Poseidons be dismantled \& hen the next
Trident wxas to he deployed in 1986. In that decision,
Reag~an rejected recommendations \Nhich called for onlx
-selective- or "qualified- adherence to SALT bý onl\

drvdocking the submarines."

Since the United States claimed it could Lo no fur-I
ther in nieetinLe Soviet concerns, about SDil, hus pre-
cludine a straight SDIl versus, heavx-ICBNI deal. a nexx%
arms control framew~ork evolved that enabled both sides
to approach their goals in a different wkax The \erxr

structure of' the (Geneva negotiations provided the logic
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ot the frame�% ork; because indi� idua� is aes seemed
immune to acreeme.it but multiple negot latiolt c� ante \ 's

e\lsted siniultaneouslv the ans� er seemed to lie in
endine the distinction bet�cen strarecic and theater

L RI N V forces and al lo� ill c rade -of fs to occur
bet�een them.

Ihus, both the united States and the LSSR pro-
posed in ad� ance of the summit apparentk similar posi-

tions � hich lijitited all nuclear c harces x�arheads to

6.t)( �O. Si eni ficant differences remained. particularl\ in

the various subceilines and n the definitions of � hat
� as and � as not to be included. Nonetheless certain
common elements e \isted on \� hich future neCotiat ionsI
could Niild. most notabt� a drasticalI� rc&'uced � arhead
ceilinc and. � iihin ihat substantial rcductions in l('I� NI
� arheads

on 15 Januar'. I 9X6. (iorbachex offered a sweep-
tag pi oposal which cal led br the phased renlo'. al of all
nuclear weapons b� the end of the centur'. incorporat-
inc his own '.crslon of Reaeaiis Zero Option on
LRJNF. but exeludine both Hrmsh and French svstenls

and Soviet systems in Asia. Aithouch not directl'.
necotiable as an integrated package. it provided Reacan
an opportunity to respond both to the ceneral thrust ot
the proposal and to the Soviet inclination to seek an
interim acreement on IRINI'. Specificall'.. Reacan
endorsed the goal of removing nuclear �eapons lw the
year 200() and proposed that both sides begin K dis-

mantling all ES and Soviet l.RlNF missiles within three I
years. -

At the same time that sienificant differences
remain in the US and Soviet proposals. the political cli-
mate seems more conducive to some kind of aerceitient
than in previous years. First, the Soviets have indicated
a willineness to move on LR!NF in the near term with-
out prior agreement on SDI. and they appear to have



accepted that. for thle momen:. resecarch pioerans aMe
bewriod the scope ot negotiations. Second. the o\ crall
tramexwork for arms control has c olved to one tie\ -
tricabl'. linked \~ihnotion,, of' disarmniatnet. and both
Sides ha'C eMade numerou_0Ls State~nlents InldieatII_ tec01n

tinnedI Interest Inl such anl objecti~c Hie th onSequenees:1
Of such an agreed trante',%ork are- dramlatic. h~e r
an Id Inxll\kI\e dilt ieulr choice, k\ hIK:h. historicall'I.\ ar nis
control has not reqUired.

ln. Im and . Arim ( ontril- Ithither Stratgyg'v

The prospect of an au.reement onl LRINA- has raised
Important quetions011 ab'out Its stra*\>iic impact that had
remaliined I largeel 1 muted Mihen there ~ slittle prospect
oI agreemlent the basic iNSsue had beeni raisedCL earlier,. In
AucLust 1 969. after IKurt-(ieorgu Kiesinver. then [RGi
Chancellor. discussed ý',ith ne" l1\ elected President
Nixon the t S plans for SALT:

SAIlA I raises serious' uetltionIS... abhout MsCL he 11C 0he ou-
come of tLueh talk co 'uld iiot~ prodLC t Ic a itLIat to thit \\0iiIld
he %% orse tor thle LuAropcan NA AlM parterscr than thle tiresent
'ituation .. lprodUcIng-7 , less ci,:Aihlc deterrenit .,1t

W'LlId rtet]cct a c hanie tor F urt pe I since I the S'. icW't( 'wdimpi

It0tC ,kets. ItJtimiltito' lanrc,'eid olti ('1 Ilurpc, mi/ lot he

Then thle issue Aa,. how& SALT might increase thle
si mi~tichanee ol' imbalances in LR INF1 and conventional
forces. No~k the issueC is lhoM anl LRI NF agreement
mnieht increase the signiticance of imbalances in shorterI
range s',stemns atid Lonmentional t'Orces. As FRG C'han

eel for Ilelmut.1 Kohl noted in response to the Reagan-
Gorbachev LRINE proposals. '-\\e cannot aeree to an
accord on medium range weapons it' something is not
done to limlit conventional weapons and shorter range
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avoidance, the superpowers remain fundamental politi-
cal. ideolocical. and strategic antagonists.

Mutual vulnerabilitN to nuclear destruction has,
hoimever, created an impetus to seek an alternati e
franmev ork. Both supcrpomers talk rhetoricall; about
rendering nuclear weapons obsolete. For the United
States. the concern is %ith ballistic missiles, %khich
provide the greatest threat to the United States. the vehi-
cle is a combination of arms control and strategic
defense. For the Soviet Union, the focus is on nuclear
weapons in general. with a conscious recognition that a
totally de-nuclear world would enhance the political sig-
nificance of Soviet conventional power. even it the
United States returned to its historical position of ter-
ritorial invulnerabili:z. That. after all. w ,as one of the
Soviet objectives behind their proposed treaty on the
Prevention of Nuclear War. siened wkith significant
modification in 1973.

The corollary to alterine the foundation of postwar
nuclear deterrence---assuming this is both desirable and
feasible--is how one transitions between frame%%orks.
The United States. for its part. has reacted to its per-
ceived vulnerability of the 1970s with a deliberate pro-
-ram of strategic modernization. coupled with SDI. As
noted at the outset, the pursuit of strength is ar-uabl, a
necessary precondition to the pursuit of arms control.
which vulnerability likewise compels. Given the skepti-
cism--even disillusionment--about the ability of arms
control to remove that vulnerability, however. strate,,ic
modcrni/ation efforts are justifiable as a hedge against
the failure of arms control. A dilemma arises, however,
when arms control appears to have promise. but the
costs of arms control involve elements of that strategic
modernization effort. That dilemma was easily avoided
when arms control took the form of capping existing



ar~senals " hie letting pro,_ranis under development be
continued. When arnms control beuins to mesh %k ith dis-
armament. then hard choices emnerge.

Such choices certaini \ inolls C SDI,1 but argitlabis
that choice is Premature insofar as both sideCs. Ilast

for the timec being, deter negotiat ions onl k~ ht con-
stitutes a "research program.- 'he hard choice,, are in
offensive s~e pon roL'rams' Uinder developiient %%h1ich.
es en fnokk necessitate dismantlinu of existing s\ stemNl to

qmta\ ithin the re~sidual SALT' frameworl [ he United
.States has. at present. approximately 10U.00K \sarhecads
deployed on SALT-counteCd s\s jInl x arions stageCsI of~01 dev\elopmient are the NIX and Mlidgetman1(3i.
rrideilt 1)5 SLB Ms. the B - I and "Stealth" bombers,.
and cruise IlinSISHles launched from a variet \ of- plat-
forms. T o stay v, ithini a proposed frinmess ork of 6.000 it

A~arheads . ex en assuming an agreement elimininat i ni
LR INF. the US strategic force of' the I19-90S could-
depending upon the wecaponls mx-aiyfind Itself
\k ith fe~wer launch platf-orms and more ads erse s% arhead-
to-target ratios than is the case no"s

On the positive side. hoskever. a snaller Soviet
ICBM force--coupled with a more dispersed US ICBM
force---eould result in tLreater stability. especially if' the
Trident 1)5 force can reman ian I I~nerable and still
provide flexible tar.'eting despite the te%%er Su~bmlarinesC1
invol'vedL

The implications of drastic reductions, in super-I
posser nuclear arsenals----and of changes in the specific
%%ceapon,, miixes al loxk ed inl such ian armls control

regiime--are imimense. To the extent that such reduc-
tions, reduce incentives, for one superpowecr to preemlpt
in a crisis, then the stability oft the basic deterrent rela-
tionship is inlpro'C:d. and the world is safer. T[he
development oft strategic defenses could force a maJor



-, 5 .S Jmv/hr F,'i'r.•h'r

shift in force structures it ballistic missiles are indeed
rendered 'impotent and obsolete.' Cruise nmissiles and
air-breathing platforms would become more important,
with associated pressures to improve their accurac\ anrd
survivability'. To the extent that such deelohpments ren-
der nuclear weapons unusable, however, Europe could
become safe! for conventional war, and the extended
deterrent relationship encompassing NATO could be
undermined. The pressures to find new, and more usable
weapons systems in such a strategic relationship would
be great. Conventional lorce ratios \%ould become even
more important in the NATO theater. accelerating
developments in non-nuclear weapons technologies to
enable NATO to keep the Soviet Union "'at risk' as
part of its deterrent stratege.

There is clearly no inexpensive exit from the post-
war security dilemma. Economic pressures have already
called into question the logic surrounding the Scow croft
Commission's recommendations on long-term develop-
ment of the singlc-warhead Mideetman. Undersecretary
of Defense Donald Hicks has suggested. for example.
doubling the size of Midgetmnan to enable it to carry
three MIRVed warheads instead of one, arguing that
170 MIRVed Midgetman (510 warheads) would be only

601 percent of the cost of 50)0 single-warhead Midgetman
ICBMs.J"1 Nuclear weapons have always been the
cheaper form of deterrence, and multiple-warhead sys-
teins likewise tend to provide more target coverage at
less cost. Ultimately. one must match strategy and
weapons within realistic resource constraints.

Strategy is commonly defined as the "calculated

relationship between ends and means." and ends and
means inevitably exist in a dynamic and uncertain rela-
tionship. It is certainly premature to assume that the
process of arms control will move in the years ahead
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alon- the lines sketched out b\ current propo-',als. in uch
less remove the dilemmans ,,ich the nuclear S'. ord Ot
Damocte.," has posed. Itliistor piot ides little basis lor
optimism on this Count. The current agenda for arms
control is more comprehensi xe and interrelated than it
has been in the past. but comprehensiveness increas,,e
the comple\it, of negotiations. As the current proposal',
of LRINF sugm est. there \hill alkkaNs be pressure to se(-
ment the acenda so that difficult issues can be handled
in isolation and in a more incremental fashion, ())n the
other hand. the relationships among each forum and
others--includinc conventional force ne.otiations in
\Vienna---are unavoidable, as the allied response to the

LRINF proposal indicates. It nia\ he that. as Paul Nit,/e
aircucd in NSC 6N- 2f) kears ao--one should "insist
on concurrent agreement on the control of both
nuclear and nonnuclear lorccs."

These dilemmas are chronic symptoms of a nuclear
reality that has been both a blessinr| and a curse. There
are no simple resolutions for this nuclear dialectic.
Rather. they provide the boundaries of political latitude
in xxhich President Reacan and other Presidents have
had and will have to operate, no matter \Nhat their stra-
tecic vision. The current nuclear debate----.whether
manifested in controve-sics over SDI. strategic modern-
ization. NATO force posture. or approaches to arms
control-is ultimately a healthy one, as it compels
reflection on the lftondations of strateyv in the nuclear

ace. It raises the central questions of what role the
"A*bsolute Weapon" of 1945 wxill play in the Wcurit,
relationships of the \-ear 2tX). ofI what stratecy \,e need
to ensure that securit\. and what means we choose to
achieve that end.
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THE UNITED STATES AND ASIA:
THE SUCCESS OF
CONTINUITY?

Paul H. B. Godwin

A SIA HAS BEEN A REGION of major
strategic importance to the L'nited States throughout the
20th centurN, but Europe has usuall, ranked higher than
.Asia in the strategic perceptions of American leader,
This remained true in the post-World War II period
despite the fact that Korea and Indochina %%ere the
locale of two of America's n. st frustrating wkars. Since
World War [I. US strategic perceptions of Asia have
been driven by the United States' global competition
with the USSR. and the central area of concern for both
Moscow, and Washington has been their confrontation in
Europe. Even the Sino-Amcrican rapprochement that so
dramatically changed the strategic map of' Asia mas seen
by its architects as falling x, ithin the scope of the United
States' worldwide conflict with the USSR. and not pri-
marily as an Asian initiatie.' As the Carter administra-
tion worked toward diplomatic recognition of China.
'his same global locus výas the prinary policy context.-

Within Asia, the United States has viewed North-
east Asia as more criticalhl important than Southca,,t
Asia. China. the USSR. Japan. and Korea are in close
proximity in the northeast, but Southeast Asia is far
from (he center of major potential military contronta-
tion. Korea became host to the largest continuing Amer-
ican military presence in Asia. and the defense of Korea
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and Japan became the center of' US securitl concerns in
Asia. Even in its Indochina %kar, the United States \kas
more concerned %kith containing Sino-So\iet influence

than it wkas with protecting anm carefully dceined Amen-

can interest in Southeast Asia.
None of these observrations is meant to imply that

the United States has no intrinsic interest,, in Asia or
that US Asian interests are perceived as unimportant h\
American political leaders. Rather. they are meant to

state that in terms of American defense and securit\ pol-
icy, Asia is ranked helow Europe. and that , thin Asia

itself the northeast sector has been seen as the most
important in American securit, concern-.,. In Sccrctar\
of Defense Weinherger's A4nmial Report to tim-

gr.ss, for fiscal ,ear 1987. the Secrctar\ demonstrated

both the continuing preeminence of F'urope in Amer-
ica's strategic planning. and that American detense and

securit\ policies remain driven h\ US global iompeti-
tion and conflict with the USSR.1 Within East Aia.

Secretary Weinherger continued the noiA traditional
emphasis of Northeast over Southeast Asia. As in the
past. even \kith the radical change in Sino-American
relations. Soviet and North Korean militar\ capabilities
in and adjacent to Northeast Asia required the Secrctary
to place primar\ emphasis on American scCurit\ rela-

tions %xith Korea and Japan. The Vietnamese occupation
of Cambodia and So\iet use of' the former American
military facilities at (iam Ranh Bay receive attention.
but in his anal, ses of the militar\ balance in the recion.
Secretary Weinberger's concern highlighted prfinarilN

Northeast Asia.
The Reagan administration's approach to defense

and securit\, issues in East Asia followed the pattern that

emerged after WW II. Although the United States has
direct and crowing interests in the region as a wkhole.
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US defense policy is designed around America's Norld-
wide military commitmnents and the administration,,
perception of the global balance of powcr between the
West and the Soviet Union. In defining its defense pol-
icies and military force structure, the United States is
faced with the complex task of reconciline global,

regional, and subregional interests. Within Asia tills is a
difficult task because the region is extremel\ diverse.
and American interests and those of its friends and allies
in the region form less than a clear and compelliMg set
of choices. If anythin,. the choices faced b\ \AWash-
inuton are marked more by anbhicuity than clarit\y

In distinct contrast ito the relatix clh stable patterns
of political alignment in Europe. the breakdosk n of
Sino-Soviet relations in the 1960s brought radical
change to the patterns of strateic alignment in Asia.
Once allied with the USSR in direct opposition to the
United States and its Asian allies, b\ the late 197t)s lici-
jing had not only broken with Moscos,. but wAas secking
to participate in a grand coalition led bh the United
States in opposition to the USSR's "'global hecemo-
nism"--a phrase used by China to specifyv the Soviet
Union's worldwide strategy of expansionism. But. even
as the Reagan administration assumed office. Beijing
was reassessing its alignment with the United States and
mOving toward a strategy in which China \kas to ha\e
greater freedom of movement betmeen Moscow,% and
Washineton. Indeed. the first three years of Sino-Anier-
ican relations in the Reagan administration were riddled
with a series of bilateral conflicts. American arms sales
to Taiwan. disagreements over the pace of US technol-
ogy transfers, and a number (i' other issues related to
trade put Beijing and Washington into a downward spi-
ral as Sino-Soviet relations entered the first stage of a
rapprochement. Moscow. responding to the obvious

J
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deterioration in Sino-Amecrican relation, beiian to sho"
creat interest in reopening the 1 iorinaliation talks
broken off by China in the afternath of the Soý iet in' a-
sion ot A fehanistan - Fol lo%&1in personal and puLbli
appeal,, by Bre/hne%. the first post-Afehanistan talks
wkere held in Betimig between 5 and 21 October 198~2

As the Reacan administration bc~an re\ jew inc ts

Asian defense policies, one of the cen1trAl feature,, of
previous administrations' stratei-\ to oppose the L SSR
wAas, underc-oinv change. Bei inc, had decided that
defiance of Moscow% expressed throu.12h Open dli1111ninet
w %ith the U'nited States no lon-cer ser,,ed China' s Inter-
ests. In eingsrev ked Securit\ loL-ic. such an aicn-
ment not only scri-ed to J)Fo\oke the USSR
unnecessarily, but also reduced China's influence in the
Third World because Beijing, was being percei~cd as
dependent on the United States for its security.' \Ioing
from at posit ion of* al ignment %kith the Un ited States to
one of "independence." China enteredl into a pattirn Of
necotiations with Moscow. or -consultations.- as the
Chinese prefer to call them, designed to reduce tension
in Sino-Soviet relations. In doingt- so, Beijing presented
Washincton \Nith a Chinese foreign polict, different
tromn that faceed bN the Carter administratiotn.

ViS Defense Policies in Asia

The defense c-uidance produced b\ the Office of the
Secretar\ of lDetense in 1982 tor the ycars 194 1988
represents the first set of' policies that canl he viewted as

entirely the wkork of the Reagan administration. [.-\en

so. the basic problems defined bý the Reacan adnmin-
istration w-ere identical to those of the Carter adminiistra-
tion. American concerns. cont in~ied to focus on the
Soviet military hutildup of its forces, ad jacent to
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Northeast Astaý So\i~ letitilitarx LIse of' thle base at (Jln

Ranhi Ba\ Vietnamese occupation of ('anihodia. and
thle t hreat to thle Persian GuI Fand South~kest Asia c rec-
ated b'N the SOx iet OCC upat itl Of A feh al iistan . Ill short,
the Reagan administr-ation faiced the dileumma of hOiN to
determine defense policies and strategc, tor a ntilIitar'\
force structure o\ erextended hx a %%idenine- set of miii1-
tar\ commitments. The poliecies that emerged foe use~d
onl creating, a sustained A merican mi litar\ hui Idulp anid
developinut, an effectix e coal ition stratey. f .or Am\iericain
tOrces alone could not c.ope xý ith xý hat thle admlintistra-
tnon saxm as anl iirtcreasincg set ot potential li~ltarx can1-
t]icts created hxe \\ i tie So\viet tii I tar\ capab-i lit it> and
access to overseas bases.

Washirwtn et is response dlid not di tier inl anl\ Molt

dimein s ion from tilie appro achI takenl inl tilie later w ars tit

thle C'arter administration: thle states, of* Last Asia had to
he prepared to do0 more in their oxx i defense. inc IUdine'-
the defense of Persian Gulf oil . Althoueh tiot explicitl\
stated bx Secretarx oft Itefense Broxx . lie clearl%
implied that torce,, Could be sx ' rne l frntLu ope and
Asia1 to participate inl defending, access to Gull, oil. lie
arenedCL that AmeIricanl :omiiltmen~lt to ihlc Persian (;til
"served thle interests oft both American ILuropean and
Asian allies, and that bx intcreasinue their oxx i defenrse
efforts Asian and I-Aurope~an allies %k0ould permi L'S
forces, to he max ed from their theaters of operation
wi1thout enidaneeringe local secuiritx ,

The P5 im(t }'ca 1 QX4 1 9NS l)cI('nw G;hidatn c, as,
rep-orted itt thle press and -hack-tround Use Onkl" dlis-

cLISsions "~ith ( oxemninent officials. indicates, that the
Reavan adinini strat ion direct l\ faced tile possible need
to Vx i .S f orces trout A sia to the Persian Girltf
area in thie xewnt of' a crisis involxing thle USSR. Fur-
thermore . sontie miiiIitar\ Units based itt tile continental
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United States. Ha, aii. and the Far East were to be
viewed as potential reinlorcenments IbOr Southwest Asia
rather th; n necessarily as reserves for Northeast Asia.
Within st ch a strategy. Japan and South Korea vAcre to
assume greater responsibilitv for their ow n defense.
Japan. in particular. v, as to be strongly urged b, the
Reaman administration to become a more acti\e mnilitar\
all,. The countries of Southeast Asia werc to be respon-
sible for countering Vietnamese expansion and for facil-
itating the nmovement of US forces from the West
Pacific to the Indian Ocean and the Persian Gulf region.

Although reported to he a "'nevw" militarN strate,_.
Secretary of Defense Harold Brown's report presented
to the Congress in January 1981 clearly contained the
same strategic concepts as those used by the Reagan
administration. With the creation of the Rapid )eplo,-
ment Joint Task Force (RI)J'F) in response to the Ira-
nian revolution twhich removed a valuable ally from US
planning) and the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. mili-
tarv units alread, assigncd other responsibilities \\er,:
made available to the RDIJTF commander for potential
projection into Southwest Asia. Some of these units
would already be assigned to the Pacific Command
(PAC(OM) and would. if necessary, he assigned to the
RDJTF in a crisis. The swing concept was clearly
implied by the RDJIF's creation. In his c!,•,sing argu-
ment for greater defense efforts by US allies ,o assist in
the deploynment of RDJTF forces to Southwxest Asia.
Secretary Brown stated:
We cannot do it all. It our European and Asian allies \,kill not
increase their defense effort., appropriately, the American
people are likcly to demand sonic scaling down of our own
plans and programs.'

The Reagan administration continued this approach
to American Asian defense policy, but put greater



emphasis on the moderni/ation and expansion of
PACOM forces and increasing the military stockpiles
necessarN to sustain ULS forces in prolonged combat.
The objective %&as to increase US military capabilities
while at the same time developing a more viable coali-

tion strateg.\ to offset Soviet military strength. Increas-
inc Soviet military capabilities were seen as stemming
not only from the continuing buildup and moderni/atilOn
of Soviet forces. but also from growing Soviet use of
the militar\ facilities at Cam Ranh Bay in Vietnam.
These issues were joined by the growth of North Korean
military capabilities and the continuing guerrilla war in
Vietnam. which threatened to spill over into Thailand.
Indeed. military issues were the only major problems
perceived by the Reagan administration, for w ith the
exception of the Philippines. Asia w.as seen as a region
wkhere American friends and allies were prime examples
of political stability and economic growth.

The (haniin. r/ole /' China and Japan. By earl\
1983. however, it was evident that Washincton was
making a change in American political-military stratec.
foi Asia. Whereas since 1972 prior administrations had
tended to look to China as providing a major counter-

weicht to Soviet military power in Asia, the Reagan
administration saw Japan as playing a major roile in
future US military planning for the region. However.
the shift was made despite the fact that Beijing con-
tinued to view Moscow as the only major militar) threat

to its security. A number of factors contributed to the
Reagan administration's decision to shift its focus fromBeiin to Tokyo.

First, it was recocnized that it would be many
years before China's defense modernization program

would give the Chinese armed forces, especially air and
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naval forces, the capability to counter Soviet torces
effectively in the region. Beiiing had assigned detense
modernization the lowest prioritý in its meral) moderni-
zation goals. and anticipated onl1 vert slow% and incre-
mental improvement in its w eapons s\,stems and
equipment. China believed that its growing nuclear
capabilities were creating a more credible deterrent
against a nuclear war with the Soviet Union. and that a
slow and deliberate modernization of its conventional
forces would continue to provide sufficient capabilitx io
defend China in the unlikely event of a major conflict
swith the USSR. There was some disagreement betwseen
Chinese civil and military leaders on this issue. The
dominant view inside the Chinese ruling hierarch,,.
homsever. \,\as that the USSR did not present a military
threat that required a major reallocation of resources
from the civil sector of the econom% to support a rapid

moderni/ation of the armed forces." The Reagan admin-
istration, although agrecing that the United State"
should play a limited role in modernizing Bei tinL',
defense capabilities. belieted that China xv ould not
become an active partner in US detense strategies--a
position also held b\ Beijing. Rather. China w~ould play
a passive role. its detfnse policies a function of parallel
concerns rather than active participation.

Chinese foreign-polic.N strategy announced at the
Party Congress, in October 1982 also contributed to the
Reagan administration's revised view of China. By

declaring its policy to be one of "independence" and
refusing tojoin any -'big power or group of povcrN,"
13eijing explicitly denied any intention of forming a
"strategic relationship' with the United States."' The

reopening of Sino-Soviet negotiations in October 19Y2

served notice to Washington that China was ably to
manage its conflict with the USSR wvithoui American

m -IL ut ~ 111ml
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assistance. Thus Washington had to reevaluate the
"strategic triangle" concept that had dominated ,trate-

gic planning for Asia during most of the past decade.
Japan. in sharp contrast to China, was viewsed as

having the potential to play a much more acti\e role in
American defense planning. This position was first
articulated in the 1982 defense guidance document.
Japan's potential value as a more active partner in
American coalition strategy was to be found in a variet\
of factors which. although it faced some difficult politi-
cal problems. provided the underpinnings for a consid-
erably expanded defense relationship.

Japan had an existing security treaty with the
United States and an emerging pattern of close military
ties between the Japan Self Defense Forces tJSDF) and
US forces deployed in Northeast Asia. Japan's geo-
graphical location, astride the principal sea passages,
taken by the Soviet Pacific Fleet when it steamed from
its headquarters in Vladivostok. complemented the
treaty. Similarly. Japanese airspace was on the route of
Soviet air forces heading for the Pacific. The security
treaty and strategic location of Japan were comple-
mented by Japan's strong economy. As the world's sec-
ond largest market economy. Japan could make a maior
contribution to the West's effort to maintain superiority
over Soviet defense capabilities. Finally. the election of
Yasuhiro Nakasone in November 1982 presented the
United States with a Japanese prime minister who x-as
determined to place greater emphasis on the US-Japan
dLý'"nse relationship.

Tlhe US dilemma nwith Jap)an. In its search for a
more active Japanese partnership within US defense
policy, the United States had to face a number of diffi-
cult problems. Japan lacked the strong public consensus
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required to support an expanded defense relationship
%,ith Washington. In 1976. the Japanese government
had placed a restriction on defense spending that limited
detense expenditures to no more than I percent of the
-ross national product (GNP). This meant that rapid
modernization and growth of the JSDF's veapons, and
equipment were impossible. The I-percent limit aas

made even more problematic b\ the sl,,hdo n in
Japan's economic growth in the 1980s and the con-
comitant retrenchment in Tokyo's fiscal policies.

Within Japan. however, the ongoing debate oer
an appropriate Japanese defense polic\ entered a nev
phase in the 19810s.'' In 1976. Japan had for the first
time presented an explicit strategic concept to proide a
rationale for its defense expenditures and to gain public
support for JSDF modernization. Kno\, n as the National
D)efense Program Outline (NDPO). this required Japan
to develop the military capability necessary to deter a
limited attack. Beyond this threshold, the United States
would come to Japan's assistance because the United
States could not ignore a large-scale attack upon Japan.
When the Japanese cabinet approved the NI)PO. it also
announced the policy of restricting detfnse expenditures
to within I percent of the GNP. This \as designed to
gain public support for the NDPO by applying restric-
tions that would not permit a quick or massive expan-
sion of Japanese military capabilities.

By the early 1980s. the Soviet inmasion and con-
tinued occupation of Afghanistan. the buildup of Soviet
military forces in the Far East, and the USSR's apparent
nuclear parity with the United States raised questions
about the adequacy of the Nl)PO as the basis for
Japan's future defense planning. The growth of the
Soviet Pacific Fleet. deployment of Backfires and SS-
20.s in the Far East. and the reinforcement of Soviet
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forces deploxed in the "'northern territories'" claimed bh
Japan all combined to create a distinctly different
securits environment from that which provided the
NDPO's rationale.

Alongside these developments came an increased
Japanese sensitivity to American criticism that Japan
was getting a -'free ride" in defense. and that Japan
could now easily afford to spend more in the detense of
its own country. This issue, in conjunction with the rise
of Soviet military power. even produced doubts in
Japan about US capability and willingness to defend
Japan in the future.-' Within this political environment.
Prime Minister Nakasone was able to raise the issue c'
Japan's contribution to Northeast Asia's defense in a

more receptive milieu. Nametheless, even within this
new Japanese political and security environment. the
United States had to recogni/e that an ahrasi,.c and
obvious criticism of tokyo's defense commitments , ould

unravel the national consensus sought by Nakasone.
In essence. Japan and the United States %%,ere

required to work together to achieve a revision of the
NDPO strategv. a process made increasingly difficult hb
the rising criticism within the United States of the
chronic and growiinc, trade imbalance between the tmo
countries. For the United States, the May 1981 arce-
ment by Prime Minister Suiuki. confirmed by Prime
Minister Nakasone in 1983. to develop the capabilit. to
defend the sea and airspace around Japan out to I .000
nautical miles was a major step forward, but onl,, the I
first of man. steps yet to be taken.

Asia and the US-Japan del•nse relatiwn.O/ip. In
other parts of Asia. however. US pressure on Japan to
assume Creater defense responsibilities touched a ray"
nerve. With Japan already the major Asian economic
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power. there is a deep-rooted fear that in the future
Japan will become a matjor independent military power.
Nonetheless, there is also growing recognition that all
expanded Japanese military role in Asia is inevitable.
When such a role is directly tied to a strong American
military presence in the West Pacific. a more active Jap-
anese contribution is acceptable to most Asian .tates.
But if the United States should shift its militar\
resources away from Asia. Japan's future militarN role
becomes problematic.'' US insistence that it intends to
remain a Pacific power and will continue to support its
friends actively is designed to offset these fears. Prime
Minister Nakasone's tour of the Association of South-
east Asian States (ASEAN. now composed of Thailand.
Malaysia. Singapore. Indonesia. the Philippines. plus
Brunei since 1985) in May 1983. included efforts.
largely successful, to assure these countries that the
future expansion of Japanese military capabilities "as
for defensive purposes only. Nakasone explained that
the agreement to defend its sealanes and airspace out to
1 000 nautical miles was undertaken \, ithin the US-
Japan treaty and vvas not the precursor of an independ-
ent Japanese military policy.'4

Building a C'r'alition Strategy

When President Reagan scheduled his first visit to Asia
in November 1983, one of his major purposes was to
stress the new Pacific partnership emerging from his
administration's policies. Beijing's absencc from the
itinerary \%as intended to symbolize the United States,
commitment to its traditional friends and allies in the
region. A China trip was in the offing. but only alter

Premier Zhao Zivang's scheduled visit to the United
States in Januar\ 1984. The August 1983 assassination
of Benigno Aquino at Manila airport as he returned
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from political asylum in the U'nited States tended to blur
the trip's symbolism. Rather than a grand tour. Presi-
dent Reagan's itinerary was restricted to Japan and
South Korea. with the visits to Thailand. Malaysia. and
Indonesia canceled to avoid a Presidential , isit to
Manila-an event that would have suggested United

States support for President Marcos. The ASEAN
states, and especially Indonesia. %%ere displeased \kith

the decision because they believed they had to pa. the
price for the crumbling Philippine political situation.•
In fact. the Indonesian ley had been added to the trip so
that President Reagan could address a mecting of the
ASEAN forein ministers scheduled for No\eember As

a consequence. e\en though Japan and South Korea arc
I clearly major allies of the United States. droppping the

ASEAN visits reduced the trip's sý inbolism as a dem1on-
stration of the ne'% Pacific partnership and tended to
reeniphasiie the principle of Northeast Asian preeni-
nence in America's Asian priorities.

Building a coalition strategy based upon common

security concerns continued to he difficult. and the Rea-
gan administration sought to adjust its relations w ith
China w ithin its revised concept of an American-Asian
strategy. Tensions with China were hich. but in August
19)2. Beijing and Washington signed a joint conmnmuni-
que in which China pledged itself to seek only a peace-
ful reunification with Taiwan and the United States
pledged itself to a gradual reduction of its arms sales to
Taiwan. Other bilateral issues continued to strain Sino-

American relations. and in February 1983. Secretary of

State George Shult/ was sent to Beijing in an effort to
resolve these problem areas. In September SecretarN of"
Defense Caspar Weinberger went to Beijing. after

stopping off in Tokyo, to restore high-level strategic
discussions and discuss possible US participation in
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China's defense modernization progratis In particular.
the Secretary discussed the possiblc sale ot dctensi~c
w eapofls and militarN technolop- When Premier /hao
Zivanv visited the United States in January of 1 984.

%keapons and technolog,\ sales werc among the major
topics discussed. These discussion,, continued in Mlarch
1 984. wkhen a four-man team of' defense specialists led
by. Zhan u Pin. the son of' China's defense iminiter.
arrived in Washington. F-rom Washington the team w emi
on to visit several American defense industries.

Trhe President's six-daN ý isit to China in April of
1984, the first b,, an incumbent US President sinlce
1975. symbhol ized the restoration of more cordial SInIo-

American relations. Tensions oncr T'amwan. technoloL,\
transfers. and trade continued. but thle conflict miarkilnl-
the first vears of' the Reauan admiin istrat ion',, relations
wkith China had clearlk been redIuced. Decfense MinistIer
Zhang A iping's arrival in \Vashinuton the follow inI~

June further strengthened the mi I itarv. rc lationship
between the two countries. D~iscussions of US arms
sales wkere fol)lo\wed by thie defense ministers tour oti
American military bases and visits, to defense industries.
Sino-Arnerican military relations .%ere nowk restored to a
more normal level. The restoration ot these dcefens ties,
"was seen as important because, even though the admin-
isi rai ion' s search for a more active Asian defense part -
tier had l'ocused on Japan. tihe Chinese relationship
needed to he broUght into balance ý' ith the overall
ob~jective of buildinue an effective coalition srte
This balance required. in Washineton\'s xiex\ a reduc:
tion in overall tensions and at revkivl of hieb,-lex el meet-
n e s dormant since 1 98 1 bet wee ii A merican and

Chinese defense officials.
The complexity oft the Reagan admi nistrat ion'.s task

Could be seen shortly alter Zhang Aiping left the United
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States. Onl his ma "~ome. the. Chinese defense ninisiwr
met "with his Japanese counterpart in Tok o. `r TIltk s \

the first time in 3i years that the senior del ,ense ottic.ials
ot China and Japan had met. [he Japanese insisted that
the mneetinL, Aas a "courtesN call" arraneed at C'hina's
request. At the Same time. hok ever. JapaneSe defense
officials described the mneeting as Significant and a pos-
sible precursor to tuture Sino-Japanese mi Iitar\
exchang~es. On the other hand. %lalaysia)\ primlle mn
ter told Secretary of' State Shult/. in Kuala Lumpur that
US assistance to China's. economic moderni.ation
endanLeered Southeast Asia's security Although the
prime minister did not directl\, address the issue otI potential US armis Sales to China, he did obserxec that an
economnical IN' strone_ China %Aou Id also be stronL nili -
tarily . and this ýWlould permit Beijing ito rev ert to a more
aggressive fo~reign polic\ in the future.' Thus. %hereas
Sino-Japanese militar\ eXChaneeCs and ae-rceementls oil
Sino-Amierican arms Sales, \%ould be Seen h\ the United
States as contributing to the dew eopment of a coalition
strateiy in Asia. other friends of the 1 nlitedI States in the
region wecre not supportie of' Washillntonl 's ,oals.

The trend of' closer Sino-American minIitar\ ties
continued throug-hout 1 984. as aIdditional V.'S in iiitar\
delegations A.ent to China. Similarly. in IDecembher the
Japanese D~efense Ag-enc\y JDiA) completed its
guidelineS f'or future Sino-JapaneSe militar\
exchaneeS. ' China and Japan had exehaneeCd mi I itar'\
attaches in I 974. but /hang A iping Ns visit granted
Lereater mlomlentumn to the opportu ni fo tr I ig~her- eve I
contacts bet~cen the tmo defense establishments. It Is
also quite possible that the rapidl\ imiproving status, ot
Sino-Anierican defense relations encouraged Japan to
review, its minimal military relations with C'hina and
respond positivelr ito China's interest in expandling-
Sino-Japanese military contacts.



As the Reaean administration entered its, sec.ond
term. the Lrand desieni for its Asian defense polick \ý as
wkell undermak. [here \,ere prohiems, and Mnajo r iNSsues
yet to be resolved. but a basic pattern hat. beer) estab-
lished that built on prior American defense polic\ and
had the ,trength of consistencN kk ith the past .

I'S Asian IDejnse Polic y:
The Political (Context

Since the 19t60,.. there has, been a contanlt ite rat ion
ss ithin the Un rited State,, that Washington s friends, and
al lies, are not "doing enoUch- inl their- ccs n defens~e
Japan and NATO are the comniccin tarulets of this cot1-

ics.More icecnti\ . the Ness\ Zealand cos ernmcient
decision to .tenl\ port hstsb I' S M0a3 %Vl~ sesls unless

the Uninted States, decl ared thle\ dot not carr\ nuclear
kkeapon, (a declaration the UnitedI StatsCccS mnn
%ill not make) has led to tile unlras eline' of thle A N/1 S
Treats (Australia. Ness Zealand. and thle U.nited State,)

in his, fiscal \ear 198S7 Repcorj to f/Ic (Cnim'rcss
Se~cretar\ Weinberger e\ plicitl\ looked to compare the
capabilities of' thle United States and its Ifriends, and
allies in confronting, the USSR anld its allies. "' hus thle

-East Asian Bialance" assessecs the Sino-Sos iet con1-
tic ntat ion. incIC ud inc st rate e c in issie fc I ees No rth1 andl
South Korea: Vietnam inl Soujtheast Asia: and Japan'
contribution to the collectise Securit\ oft thlerein
W hen iieC Inc in C and poilit icalI fac to rs, areC inc Ided III thle
asse ssment . the Secretark t0IcneI tdes that "Ircci the
Sov iet perspective, thle lone -terml trends inl L-ast[ Asia are
negatie. espeeiallN in thle econte'.t cft(the ssccildsside
COnipetit ion wxith the West.-- [his optimwis. althougih
"sx dclv supported by specialists, in Asian afttairs. repre-c
sents, one of the miost di fficulIt problemns in preparing

defense polies..
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IDetense policy i I, deipied to deter %kar and it) I icht
potential %ais In the tuture. Coaliton staeis!III]i
becomec criticall\ dependent on pobitic.al reclationsl
because agreement Must be achiex ed onl IMC utie CtIise"
commitments. commitments that require the allocation
ot resources. In the absence of %%ar it is ieadd Ii ,sLIIlied

that deterrence has been effective. hut It 1is the abseceio
of1 "~ar that makes defense planning fotr the future so dit -

ficuir . Present realities, tend to dominate plailmile~L 10r
future reqfuirenments . It' xýhat is bei rl done vlok tpPearfN
to be efctixcce. agreeinge ot. future scenarios rcquiriiw11-
increased defense commilitmnits i, cmti-iicilit 111itid
IFor the United States. exen though it anal/' /e lkon)-tei III

trends, as Loin,- auainsi the I 'SSR's linterest. thc kAoI1

tinuedCL LrowAth of- SoN iet militarN poxmer In Asia Is sulti

cient to require increased defense coniiii ritinit I ro Uii i

friends and allies to supplemenC~t and 01III)lCniUCT
increased American commitments. I his Is especiall\
important fromn the Reag-an administration -s perspe: t I' e
Mi en increased So% iet capabi lities are joi ned h\ the
continuing buiildup of North Korean lorves. the k:01][inu.
inLg Vietnamese militarN OCcuipatiot oM C aliihoda.i the
llrokoth in the number and capabilities of Sox ict lr'ices
deCplo\ing out of Camn Rainh Bax. and the Sox ict remin-
torcemient of its or.cs on the southern KLuiIIe Islands

claimed by Japan. Within the region. ceu thoug-h a
strong- milita rN preseceIC Is seen as WasinetonL III co)in
mritment11 to the defense of nion-Commull~llnis AsiaI andi
(olumu11.nist Asia Mi en the Peoples, Republic: ol C hina
is, included). paining greater defense ~ommnuitments niroi
A-merican frieinds and allies has been dit licult,

11u, I ,n'mil Mato'\ oni/ JIapan. tinder the leatdership
ot Prime Minister Nakasone, Japan has taken sieniticanti
step~s tox\ ard anl ex~panded secu~rit\ relationship k\ ith thle



filled St,1te'ý InI lar-Ce partith 111' du tie t0 thle ohx loll,
InreInI Sox ct iii11itr\ ~aaiit)lIIejC. bu~t 11, 11SO dite

t0 a bu1ilt-in JaJnC 11c 10e to0 doeOUch to keep) tile
1,Illinitd state" ltuarcinalix, mIenteld. W\ithin Japanl there
reIIiiun NInII-11k.tfict I b NtrtictiOn% 10 Mn\ raiId inerea'eS InI
Japanexe nnilarx kcapaitilitiev () major im1port'lnce I"

.11)1cc pnsepu~blic: opi nion. cil o\In\,up-
portixc ot the presecnt lexel of defense cftorts, and a
.Or~idUal increase III dLCcrnse ci.pabiluitc.s. Ei cn 'o, Mi ile
there is -,reat reCluctan1ce to deineII theý I 'SSR a'- an ad er-
sarx there Ill mincrvain support tor the notion that thle
Sot jet L. nion is, a *Iclatent threat.

Ito such cAlinon1 It Is alsm) Inmportant ito add the \ icxx
ot mian\ Japanese that it sN time to demonstrate political
ndlkcpcn~dcImCe NOM (tii c I,* nied SaI!cs and0 ccaISC accept

IngL thle status oit anl Ameirican niililtar\ý protc~ orate
lhcre are alsO those xx ho x cxx Japatnese-.-\iietcan inib-
tar\ ties, a,, scrxiI it S, inlterests mote than thle\ do
'IpnK spCC IfI callI that these tie,, serx, 1,rinrl\I S
2loballsrte cis the [ SSR I hose holdine, this

\cxx Lindemad that thle Japancse vox ermcint dcl inc its

Mol n scurit\ Ilnd dectense policies, rather than smipl\
acquiesce to Amecric~an demiands. -'

I hese Ilactors, makc it \cr dI ilt Iicult lor \11r.
Nakasone to chan~e ox emnmcht a set (it attitude, dccpl\
inLralincL Inl Ja.panese, citi/ens, (urrentl\ .x enl as' Jlap-
ancew attituides, toxxard a more iactixc dclcnsc relatmotn-
,,hipl xxith the Lnited States, arc bccinninc lo chance, thle
Sox let I, n ion under the leadership of eincral Sccrctalrx
\likhai I Gorbachex\ has11 becun to 110itiodf NSlosCoxx
atpproac.h ito lok\ o. Natkasiine has, alignied Japiln \%]Ill
thle West, mIore dire-Ctlx than anm other primec miniter.
[h tic S SR perhaps, in responsec to Japan',clse

defense,, relationship xx ith the lunitd States. inl carlx
I 9X6 went [orciun Nlimister Shex ardnaid/c to lOKW oInI
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it) assist thle lPR ill detendinem. itself aeainlst thle 'Solet

lThis r\\icSinlo-Anlierican deteneliNe 11,klspports
( hina s z'l~fort to demilonstrate ito the I SSR Beijines tics

%\ith the jnilted State,,. Mihle at the same time ('tuna
clisto esche\N a slratec-ic relationship itih anm major

PO\ker. China cont[inus, ito insisýt that Rts relationslý v\ Itl
the USSR cannot be normali/ed until the So' jet I 'mnii
remiO\ s, Wts forces trom At ehanistan . stands dom ii

forces and ý%eapons s~ stems deplo\ed ahonii the S ifo
Soviet bordler and IinNoola ineludineý thCL4112 e SS--,(),,.
anld kk ithdra\\ S its SupportI- for V'ietnam's oICCUpaton oft

Caimbodia. These dentanlds are Sustained~k evenl a' tr'ade.
e ItrLIal and politicall e ChaCelI11S betCMCCII MSc.Ok and
lieipmn, lcio~ at Mi at appears to be an ae~celetatuint- rateý
Both the Uinited States and the U.'SSR are invol\ ed inl
assistine, (hinia' economic nloderni/ationý \%~ith thle
United States, making a direct. albeit small and
restrained. contribuitionl to thle mlodcrni-1ationl of ('hina1'
aritied forces American defense polic\, to\\ ard China Is
thus i utitnateix boutnd not onl\ h\ the political cont~ext
created b\ Beijiing .sInsistence on autoniomi. but also
b\ the USSR's search for a less hostile relationship kl ith
China.

The Unpitecd Stotcý and( the Kmrcoai !~Piinxsida.
Sou~th IKorea remains thle most closek alieed of all
American allies Iin Asia. Herie the U)nited States, does no01

qties-tiof Seoul' s contribution to its okln dicefense. hiclli

tial for extreme lecels ot political instabilit\ due to ci\ if
anld human r-i.,hts problIcis " ithin.1b Chunl Ioo [Nallan
alltorita"iZa plitcl s11C1 sstlein:ý thle ftutre ol tiegotuations

for- somle form of poditicaf compromise bctv ecu) North
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and South Korea onl the prospects for the pen i[nsu a s
retnihiitcation: and what ma\ be an el[tort h v the Sm icjt
Unimon to establish closer fnlutitar\ and political ties \,tait

P~oe~ae.In tact, none of these issue,, threatens thle
close ties between the Uinited States and South Korea.
but they do complicate the formulation of' future U'S
Policy.

T he -success of' Corazon Aquino's '*peoples,,
po%%er ' movement in the Philippines ga'~e ne~k lIfe to
Chun LDoo Hv ~atfs political opposition. ILye nts in
Manila were closel\ t'ollo\&ed and m dely reported in thle
South Korean press.There are. 1o1mveer. distinct dfif-
ferences between South Korea and the Philippines thatIappear to neeate anl\ chance of a similar process emlerl-1
in- that %would result inl Chun lDoo 1I\%an's dohmnfall.
Whereas the Philippine economl\ x, as in deepl recession
and had been for sonmc years. the Korean econoni\ is
one of thle stronizest in Asia. South 1Korea"s conom111c
conditions are a source of' support tot thle igo\ eminentl
rather than a seedbed for political discon~tent. Slimliklan
the Korean nii Iitar\ support President (Chun. It is almo st
Sincoriceitable that there could be a detection from his
9overriment similar to the manner in kkhitch defense
minister Juan Ponice Ennile and Assistat C'hief oft Statl
Fidel Ranmos refused am\ further support I Or President
Marcos. Finially, the threat presented b\ the inlSUrLent
Ne\\ People's Army's ( NPA) -rom~h in thle Philippines
%\as, a furnction of' Marcos's misrule. The threat pre -
sented to South Korea b\ North Korea)s armed torces is
far imot re lethal anrd direct than the I ne -ltermi protrtac ted
conflict presented by the NPA in thle Philippines. lPrcsI

dent Chun can use the North Koreatn threat far more
efl'ecni.el than Miarcos could the NPA_

South Korea's politics may be x olati Ic and Presi-
dent Chun'.s reinime extremely authoritarian. but thle cri-
sis that eniered in the last fewv \ears. of Mlarcos's rule is1



not presenClt In SOu~th Korea. Lwen so. tile L nited States
hMas pressed President C'hun 1o permlit ratr olitical
I reCLd11 i101. his p p[10SMiii ('hurit had done so. pe rh aps
notinL thle role of thle L nited State,. in casing the xo ax
for hoth l)uxlierIII and Miarcos to) leax e their countries
durinue peri-ds of c\trenie Political unrest. [he L nitcd
State*, does not \'oant to sec a repetitioni of thle cx ents
that lcd. to the assassination of President Park ('hune
Ilice in I 979. and iprssn thle Current goveT1111rnmt too
create a tradition oft p)art-ic Ipatory dlniocrao.x to ax id
thc kind Ot cix, ic unrest that has underimined South

Korea' s pol itical stabilt tor the past 215 \cars.
The ,h(ootdoxx n ofl KA 00I f 7 in Septemtber I'II

and the Ranuoon hombinue in October hroui.,ht tens~ion
onl thle pen insula to a ncvx hi ,h . Yet these samei evenis,
seem to hax c i nfIl CncCd North Korea to piloCtalIk-,

xx ~th the Uinited States in xx hich South IKorca conl Id ar-
ticipate, and then. earlx in 1 984. to reopen direct talks
ok ith South Korea. Althouch meetings haix e been held in
several Iota. hoth South Korea and tile I ii ited State\
treat them in\ ith some considerable cautio n . [he baick-

drop01 to such caution. ahoxe and hex onrd a dCCp sulspi-
cion mof f)\ongvanus oals, is the ~onltinuingH build up of
North Korean arimed forces and redeplox nien of these
forces closer to the demilitari/.ed /one (\I I)1diiin
the peninsula. InIcludedI in these forces, ai-e more modern

eo~apon svstemns recentl\ supplied b\ thie USSR: S(Til
surface-to-surface missiles. SA-1 surface-to-air mIII,-

siles. and MIiG 23 t i,-hter bombers.
Renewed Soviet interest in North Korea reflects a

chan-ce in the dxnaruics of the internationail politics. of
the Korean peninsula. This change led to a sense of iso-
lation in Pxonpxarng arid cotitrihuted to a restoration of
closer relations betx~cen North Korea and thle USSR-
President Chun~s %visit to Japan In 1985. the first e\ver bx



aI ROK president. and hi,, mnetinge sýith (tie emperor
ss tnboli/ed the nes% s% arnith betsmeen Seoul arid 'loks o
China. perhapsý scekmtig a rcla\ation ot tension on [tie
penlinsula, had earl ier des eloped Lunofticial r-c at Ions1
sý ith South Korea throuc-h trade and athletic e\hne
At the s ers least. China sý as dniuonstratimii tacit Support
for the status, quo onl the Peninsula inl spjite Of Its, otlicial
supp);ort for thie peaceful reun~lific.ation of North an1d
South. No rt h Korea, seek i ny a more rk.,ponis c all%
looked tossard the L.55k. Kinm 11 SuneL visited Mioscoss
in 1 984 for the ti rst time Iin 20 sears,. and In 1 910 these
tie,, ss ithi the VSS Lrkcrs closer with the delivers of
Mfi(i -- 3s,. With this, deliv ers,. the 155kR broke anm armis
emibargo put Into ef feet In 1973, to prevent ads arnCed
Soviet inilitars technolou, trom I'ahlne into Chinese,
hands, and to redLuce the probabilitN that Kinm 11 SunL
ss ould drag, the ISSR kInto atl urIssanted smar skith the
UnIited State,,. Ini ru-uit~s 1985. a mIass1ive So~liet dLe'ICI-
tion ineluding First lDCput\ Ni mister of' Defense Niarshal

\'slsPetro% arrised Iin 1~wonevane to celebrate the
40th annisersarv of Korea's liberation from Japan. As
part of the celebration, the First lDeputv) Commnander of*
the Pacific Fleet, vice-Admiral Nikolai Yasakos led a
Soviet port visit of' three ships to Wonsan."

Moscow's revived support for Pyongyang rcllects
the ness Soviet leadership's desire to become more
politically active in the Pacific area. The USSR has few"
allies inl the rec-ion. and North Korea was lookine tor a
wkay to demonstrate its, unhappiness wAith China"
increased willingness to seek its own objectives, ssithout
takine, into account Pvonevane's concerns. China, oin
the other hand, can look to Pvonuvang s willingness to
negotijate wAith Seoul asý promoting the stability Bei jing
needs to conduc-, its policY of' sustaining a wide range of'
contact ss th the CommuILnist and non -Communist world.



China max xx eli be seekinue to end North Korea's isola-
tion from the WVest and Japan. and encouraging

x on g ang, to expand its contacts "xith the outside
xx orid. Under these conditions. Beijing max not see

Nloscows renewAed interests in 1)yont!\arw a,, unduix

threatenine to China'-, relations "x ith North Korea. '

For the United States. Mvoscow\\x illingness to
rene xx the transfer ot' more miodern armaments to
Nxoncx anie counteracts xx hatexer optimism may exist

frmthe potential restraininc influenepoiddb h
evident desire of' China and the USSR to avoid xx ar on
the peninsula. Washington. Seoul. and Tok\,. are all
concerned that Soimet mi litarv and economic assistance

to N orth Korea -x ill becom'e substantial. and that
\M0scoxx' ultnimate ohbjectite is wo u~se such aid to C,_ain
access to North Korean ports for its nav\ and ox crt] ight
richts, for its air forces The political context of
Px onLx anL, s relations xx ith its nieic-hbcrs is noxx Under-
icoin2 xvhat Could wkell become a major transtormation.
it ks also evident that the USSR intends, to be political k
more active in the reuion than it has been in the past-
[orcieni N',nister Shevardnadze's v isit to Japan. the first
hic~h-lex A: visit bx a Sov iet leader in a decade, folloxxed
bx a call on Px'ongx anie to reassure Kim 11 Sun,-. and
NIoscoxx ' s increasinuflx close relationship \xxith Beijing,
all ,erxe to demionstrate the USSR's diplomnatic actix isnm
in the recion. Whether this reflects Mikhail (br-

bache\ 's recognmition that So), iet saber-rattling has led to
Mo~scow's,. increasine, isolation in Asia. or a decision to
combine militarv streneth xx ith a nexx pattern of diplo-
macx cannot xet be determined.

The L United .Stc:c.% wid Southe'avx A sia. Tlhe U S
defense polic% for Southeast Asia is faced by an equall\
complex political environment. At oine level of' analysis
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the long-term pr gos-iso, for the American objectt\c oft
buildin, at coalition of states opposing the V~S SR Iqist~jtte
g'ood. Con1tinuLed Sox cim ass istance for the V jet natnesec
occupation of Cambodia ma% in fluentc (lie A SEAN
states, in the direction oft Su~pporting the I nited State,
Hovs exet UiS pol cx tendLs to focus1 onderx1 n the
UiS SR s e \ ransion and increased use tti the nifi rar\
facilities at (iamn Ranh Bay ,[he .- SFA N states on (the
other hand. althol.t21 SUSPICIOUS of lone -tern Som let
intention,. in the rei,,on, are focusýed onl deC ising1 a ,OIL]-
tion to xk hat has becomne the Cambhodia dilettima.

"Iodax . the Cat thodian s1itua~t itn has dCv 'Ixed i ur0
a stalemnate. The ASEAN iissthat Vietnlaml must,,
N ithdra\% its forces from Cambodia and pennivit a llc\ý
!zoermient to be created under international suiper\ t -

sion . V ietnamese 'xv llingness. vx ith Soxtet asstIstatlce. it)

pay the economic and rtolirical costs ot staving, In Camn-
bodia and fightingi a couniteri)nsurgenMcy wNar for some
eig~ht years has begun to divide ASEAN . \lalavs\,ia and
Indonesia now, accept the concept that a sol ut ion to
Cambodia must take into account Vietnam's securit x
interests,. China refusesCl to recogni/e a 'Vietnamnese
secunit\ interest in Cambhodia and has no intention of'
erantinge Hanoi unchal lenged dIominance over Inudo-
china. Thailand, seeking, a buff-er het~veen itself" and
V ietnanm, does not vv ant to see Hanoi the domiinant
influence over an\ government in Phnomn Penh aind
viewAs the PRC as an ally against Vietnam. The 1'SSk.

although it sees, its political objectives, in noni(O'-Commit-
nitSoutheast Asia irtistrated b\, its, supiport \'t-it-

namn. does not want to lose its access to the Cam Ranh
Bay milIitarv bases. Camn Ranh Ba\ grants \loscovv
increased capabihlt v to project m i i tarv fo rce into the
Inrd ian O cean,. South China Sea. and Wes PaC IIfI C.
therebx increasing its, ability, to conduct mi Iitar\ opera-
lit uls against both the U nited States and (Chi na.



There is no%% a br~in eliet that J sol1.00t ionto
Camiubodia nmust reconcile thle securit\ cocr o~ t boil
Thailand and Vietnam.'ý hils "MJ he dilt 1IClt 11)
achicex Hanori's~ recent wilicesto he more e~o pera-
tNyc Iin assisting the United States, in) locatimc Wts MIA" III

Indochina niav %keli reflect Viletnlam" s underNtand1Iuc kit
the importance of- the UMIntd States in) breuikinc- t11L

stalcemate. It may eveni represent I lanoi s hope that theC
Uinited States could pressure China into bee nuirlic- JW we'%
ties ible In its N ie~si The ASEA;\N. onl thc other haind.
has been pressinLg the I.nited State-, itl pro\ ife miti ital\
aissistance for the non-Communist cuelrrilki ia resIclii

in, Iin C'ambodia.
The issues t'acing the U nited States, are di ft cult ti,

resolk e. Washinglon does not wkant the Jhai~i-Caiihodiin
border to become Nect another List West flashlpoint
E'xtensix e militar\ assistance to the non-C'ommumuiit
f'orces,. Nx ho are the Aceakeqt of the three mcurt-1l1a armikije
opposing Vietrina in Camibodia. cou~ld creCate Plu4tthatý
Nor does Washington wkant simplN to acquiesce ito \'let-
namese domination of (Canibodia. Yet. as long, as thle
Cambodian stalemate continues, broadler US recgiona I
aind) strategic concerns wkith the Sox ict U.niotn's presenc~e
will not be addressed by the major re-ioiial actors, x ho
formi the basis for a potential anti-Sox let Coalition.

The Cambodian di lemmna Is that no matter ho\xk
effectiviely ASEAN diplomuic\ has been prex ent imi,
Vietnam from turninue its control of Cambodia into a fujiiI
ta CCOMph. there is, no -ASFAN solution." The Current
stalemate reflects the relt that wkithout -,reat-poxxer
ac-reemnent there will I'L no s olution to the Cambodian
impasse. Without a Solution to the Cambodian dilemma.
broader US defense interests \kill not become a topic of
mna*jor interest in ASEAN. Even if the Cambodian prob-
lem was resolved. Kuala Lumpur and D~jakarta are more



concerned omer (hinas, ILuturc policies, in the rcý_non
than the% are about the t SSR. I )akart a especial l\ nia'

tend tow ard (lic \ icw [hat the I. 55k presenits a coLnter-
w eiiht acainst renewecd hostilc intentions inl (thc rc,_,onl
Iroinl the PRC.

In the Ph Iihppi nes, the polit ical context o1 the sti&

tec-ic L'S militar\ basecs at (Clark FIeld and SUbic Bai\
reached the point w here. just a few months ago). conl -
tinued US access ito these Iticilties \was, In .onsIderable:
doubt. The Niarcos ol igarch \ had brought the PhilIippine
political -N 51cm to the %e:g,-c of a nmajor civil war. \kith-
out a chang~e iti the political leadership it was, teared tHit
the Philippines, w oull c-ollapse into ci~ il war and the
United States wouIld be euireILH-d to dCICelop new% basesý

\\ithin at more stable political cm ivirolnment. preterabl\ In
American torritor\.' Usen ats this issue was bem,-,this
cussedCL within [the ('onucrss and the Wkhite housell.
Marcos, OlId the Philippines and political poweoir passed
to ( ora/on Aquino and hecr supporters,.

T he niew Ph iippinte go \ecrnninctnt hats assumn ed all o

the problems pla-ouiniv- the islands, bilt there is now a
sense of' ho pe that over ltime thie\ can be reso)IL c W\ith
Niarcosi power thcre \ .,onl)s a "ese o IC)II

cii.Amecrican sulpportt It r Aquino and die I.'S role in
easing Marcoss" departure has,. at least for the mitmentt
restored a seti W1COf mInttOa' con fidence bet w ccii Wash-
inyeton and Manila. The issue of continlued Ame~ricanl

zcess,, to (lark Field anid Suhic Bay nasal basec has
receded into the back i.rtitind aiid there is conf idence that
American use O tl te bases, wkill be reconfirimed Inl ftutre
ncgot iat ions,. The Philippine crisis, how cver. scr'c, is t

hiehlight tie e\til ito w hichi L'S dlefensec stratees is crit -
icalhv dependetit Oni its, oterseas, bases,. and these basesN

arc thependenw upon the political ens ironlnient \ tiln

which the\ ceist.



flit, ( nOirc SMICiA. and A.4t 'S. Inl the. same nunner
that the Philippine crisis oft the past , ir \ ears thre\k a
shadwo% over V.'S access to stratee icall I'critite-al nilniarý
tacilities. so a change in Ne" /eablands gO\Cn ci jnen
brouc.ý,ht the ILuture at thie AN/.L S treat\ int(o kiet.1,INII
Wýith the election ait (lhe Labour Pati', and Primei ini'
ter D~a\ AI Lange Inl th1C SuLIter tit I L)4' the Labour
Part\ 'slottestanding 11 Fe~ ll antinuelea s tatCe becae a inaolt

issue tor the alliance,
It is, L'S policy not tof conliritit-o detiý the preseite

at nuLclear %\Uapt 'ns aboard It" nla'tal 'tesl \ henl the
L'n ted States e~queC-td a p7101t Call Inl NC%\ /Caland tot

the destro \er Btfi/hl,?m jol ltm~inc the c SeaL' acl
.-\>/.I.S exercie scheduled 101 March 195 \kelltnI12on
refu Lsed 0on the crAun~lds that it InS Iliec I)t mml' ).C ,(11d tiat
deter ntne M hether the '. ssel ýtas e arr~ ic_ tne leat
\v capon s I his ban onl ships carr\ i n,,- nulearUII \ eponls
" as extended to the 1 nited 1Kincdom is naval \ essels
%k hich aI) i reftusesI to .onlfirni orI -Ici the presence at

nILe lear %keaponls onl It', \ssels.A second A\merican port
%sit ý as denied in Februar\ 98

Later in the \~ear, the Aus~tralian goxernicnen
bit~ed to antinuelear sentiment amiong, its, citi,'ens and
dented locistical su-pport tor MIX it-issile testitg, in the
l1111asnia SeaL This "~as a change in .-\stralian poliup
" hich had pito\ided support tar American nuclear
"C~ aponiclstts. I hese C eents ratscd the quest ion: Is
A\/1 S uinraw ling.' ihe L nitled States canceled sched-
tiled Jolint titil itar \ eeciselsc, stopped e\haCesllz-C at inili-

tar\ pesne "Ith \C%\ learlad. ajnd indicaited that
tutureit defense cooperation '.t ith Wellincton ms0ould riot
beC aN'su nied. Ihe A ust ral an -o\ errinent. e ibarrassed
h\ the NIXN dee' ;On, sootn assured the L. iited States, that
Its alliance Ce tiun1titnents. inlc1dludin part calls. teminated
tOInite ll sunIer ICT) 19N5, had lutictiattall\



become a bilateral alliance hetve en the United Stales

and Australia.
The American dispute ýkith NevA Zealand briieht1

renewed locus on the 34-year-old defense pact ancihor-
in,- the southern end of the t'nited States's l'acoi .
allian.ces. What the United States ,axk ý%as the potential
for New, Zealand's explicit antinuclear polic\*s spread-
ing, to Japan and the nearb,, South Pacific Neý% Zealand
had become an important test case because L S relations
\,%ith Nex% Zealand ý%cre based upon bonds, that precede
the 195 I treaty. Furthernmore. L S relations %%ith \ ci -

MLIongt also tn~ ol~cd indirect Amecrianm links \.kith
Southeast Asia and the South Pacific

j AN/I S is part of a paltern of reg-ional c pelmat h Ii
in Southeast A-sia M hereb\ Australia keepls a s quadnn
oft Iihters in \lala\ sia, and \Iafa~sian and Sin1aI n caljI
forces, train %%itti Australian. .Nexk Zealanld. an1d Hritixli1
troops on1 a reeii~lar badsis A .ustralia. Ne,, /ealand.
\lawla\sa. Simneapore. and the United Kinedoin sieliwk
(the Five-Po~%%er D~efense .\rratlcmlient in 1971. and h1a\ C
su1stained exchange and joint traminin procrtailis. and
oiher defense links since that t ime. [ his Brii ish (oni
nionx~calth link is further expanded h\ other defense
ties, such as, those bet\meen \lala\ sia and I midonesýia,
although the Kuiala LunIipur-Dljakarta lin1k is based nmore
on a Mutual suspicioni if' not fear of lonL-term (ihinesc
intentions, in the reion.

The crisis %--ith NeA Zealand. ý%hen ýie~ed kkithin
the broader c.ontext of U)S relations ýkith SoutheastI Asial
and the South Pacific. iflluminates thle numllber of links,.
di reef and intd irect. that WVash inuton has k it hill tle
recinon. The United States, has no defense links ý ith four
of the sI\ ASLAN members but looks x\ ith f~avor upon
the strenetheni nL of bilateral defense ties atuone, thle
ASEAN M-rmbcrs and bem~een Australia and Ne\% Zea-
land and the other members of' ihe Fiye-Po~xer Defetnse



Arrangement. The L'nined States h as no allian"ce ý;Jl
the PRC but includeIs (h1i11a 11 Owl ent onal and ttei
nuLclear forces in Its as'.1cssmletit ol, the Last Asi an mill-
tarN balance w~ith the L7SSR. and v alues the emereinejlL
link,, betw~eeni the Chinese and American armed
forces.

Such linkages have dtheir ow~n problems. Indonesia
and %lalavsia w~arn the U'nited States a~iiirst as-ist inc
China in its econlomiic and defense moderni/ation Pro-
aramis.' Southeast Asia as a w~hole is ambivalent. at
best, aboult US pressures on Japan to cOiitrihkite more to
the defense of' the region. At N011 COrstHC .oncoutIesli

Southeast Asia fear that Washirictoi mla\ see Japan as a
potential surrogate for the Uniited Strates inl thle \\ est
Pacitic. ýýCloser cooperat ion bc(tx% cc iI anoim and %\ash -

ineton in recov~eringe the remains of U'S NIsrimses
conc~ern in Thailand that if this dii ix isue I,%ere
resolved. Washiiieion xsoukl ro rca! !rom. it, hard-line
support for Banm.- kok* s goal of tore ie \ Viet nallm~es
troops ouit of' Canlibodia and the crCationl Of a neutral
Lovernnlent in Phnioni Penhý t'hUs. %k ith de0,2ense pOI-
ic\ f'Ocused on ftut~re condiitions,, tile politic~al enxiron -
merit of' the present becomes, criticall\ important in
seeuirinc accord for the future.

The Reagan D~efensve PolitcY in AxI ia:. InA .1 ev%su',

With all its problems,, the Asia-Pacific recion1 ca'nnlot he4
%viewed as, anytliinL less than a su~ccess for I'S poliIic A
little nmore than a decade a''o Asia I\ as [tie settinelL hr
the -,reatest defeatl in the histot x of U.S securit\ poll,:i\
'1hle charge levecled b\ Presidenlt I hiicu oft the defeated
Republilc of, \vietniam that the Un lited States had failed to
fulfill its, comm111itment to his ~'xiuetx sechoed h\
President Marcos in Man ilai Singaipore's L ee Ku~an
Yew~. Japan's [oreign MIinistlcr NMxi/azxa.a Indonesia',
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Foreicti Nfi ister Malik. and President Park nI Sou~th
Korea. - It has been a foil,- road back. and [thc Rec~t-an
adini nistrat ion' p ol iciles ha~ c been part of a ~onlti nu Inc,
American effort to restore anid sustain thle -onfidenlce of
Amecrican friends and allies inl the region. Fihere is, also
continuitx [in the Rea,-an admin istratiOnl' tendeiie\ to
anlal\ e .-Asia in taneua111ag reminiscent of thle co~ntainmnent
policies of the 195t0s and 1 900N. fIo a great extenit. this
is, a f'Unction ofl interpretini- the Soviet I. n on s oh fcc

yites as the -,reattest external threat to peceC and Stahilit \
inl A-sia. That is, anl accurate assessmlent . but th pIC 1)11cal
crisis in the Philippines and Chunl Ioo II ~an' s domesicIl
political problems should ~ mcurrent and future11

administrations that tnanN oft Amecrica"' friendsk and
allies are entering a period of- political transition ýkithl
Uncertain futures. AN John Holbrook observed

F\pamiding cconionuc oppo~rLtnI~t\ Inl theC 1r.ý 11.11 h1ClpCd ILcItI-
Mi/[lot nomv-cotlintnInýs ,os crmlniritN ili the tee 'im andl to
Nmtn thc r p te liiial U inrc sf inl pro pcmiI\ Rapid int-crase, Ill
national %kealth are ant as enne to at lcast ?CtIIpjorar N0ocial
pacelk. bUt e xpan~ded politicalý J t pat MI0l an1d 0onI~deCIeL in)
Loscrnntental structure'C that1 can1 umlast indis~ k-,tnaI I m:.ei r
nces sNar\ to sin S a in NucIt1 stabihlt

The fall of* President Miarcos kk~a, brouct-11 abhout Il M1
bNa tailed econoniv . whereas thie curren~t stIM01 tatIlln

South Korea has colle about des.pite econiouilc sul.ýCces

"I-hus. even economic suIccess is att tie~ns Ii Suf IC tent ti
sttother demiands for -meatct political participation. \
Anierican objectwive isto seek political stablilit atIticOI2
Its, friends and allies. Without11 it. defensem platilnitg ý\sill
ait best be crisis planning. and thle strengmetititgl'- of

rc~ional coalitions, A~ill be difficult to achiellce oset theC
lon11 Rinn [Ihe future. a,, holb-ro~ok notes. is, tar frot
bleak. but now% Is the lttne to encourane politicalcine
atnd adjustNeiMnt to pnnptlar demahnds, forl greater political
participation.



\ ItIIh ti s Cdi a itn r n I f Iote III 111111d 11 IC iý'tie oft I K
So%~ let [ii*tfl [oi ust het.latced. There- I ,! illIttn iLýI% t\ N!t

L S ptolic\ here. tttr x% hue kkaYim-mlngt 1 ieNe' Jaanl it)

contribute motre it) the dcetrnsc o1 thle aeltnaid mio\ e
steadii\ Lti\~ard clos~er inihitai\ rclatitn. IN thll China. the
L filled State,, doe,, not ceini to reetii.rii/c thait thcecme
srategc,,N hake to he %Ic~ t.d ill %Io"ett%k X, a directI 1iii1

Itine-termi threat to the Sovilet Itilon. Indeed,. there* j anl
illltititittl0IldlwCd pattern of11 niutuall\ hos-tile hiteralCtioln

hecci thle L, Ii td State', anld thle 1 'SS R inl %%Ih Nh ee I
see,, almosttt 11l\ actioni h\ tile ttlier It, etnii to
their securit\ iinterests ( h's en the [*SSR'N teat ot a k

B ) fnt '' III e I I a 1 111' 1 , i t ) t .:e Cs I II lL tIo ct I)h kti".tI, andk
the Far Fast ti~~ttetn l\te hnj~ld tIp ot 'SoICI con

\C1e1flttial anld Strateic tIlej:Iar fottrcN in (thc Fat I-ati
OX er thle paIt decade 1,h101.1d ha's heCII 11 anicipated I lke
Reagan odnl~ a tt N i '' ' nktf o tssI pa'!'

S practice. and there N" nt Ik)n tha t thNs rnl\ pIaI ''II

he co rreetedc
the Anieriean reapprai~al til the imlnlltr\' 'itL1,i11t01

inl A,\ia hecari 's'ith the (;-ittr amitl t'!esciin

hehttle tile. So' let ith Lir~itn Intto .\yti.amnI'lta Ih (t- Callte

adna Ii~ratttt NpleLd,_e ttt reminii t a 11,1 Itrlii Ill.

pt!'s'sr inl thle r" aci teici rc~ion 'NaNi a ecat, it'! I(, the
tratritcidail conflict het's'scen (,t~lnininnilNt Nltiitt Ncen III

\ictiam . s iirt'aitn ofl ('aihodia. ('hintia nsa~ion ''I

V'I TItrill, anld the c'ncottiitant ten'a1TInet'' ilit! ;ilt'!i

[tie Suml-So'sIC ci boder. ['he RCaeatI iniitttn
e\te!!ded Mnd aCCelerated the Cartei dluotai'lN
p''l iics Itr a hnil'suj ot At.*merican mi liItar\ Capadhilit eN,

anld althtttit-,Nli in it, primitrit lottifro Ch'i i( lna Ito
Japanl. ul1II.timtly i~retirnd tt) the pollc\ otl de'sclopine L
niilitar's lie,,N ''ith thle F'R( %~hale 'ontinniL, to preoN

.Japan ftor greater defense ctotlmtitiiit'itN, [hle I* SSRk
corntinued t, Asizan dclewc~ hn i dup hNt 's'sit anl added



dipionat ic c itort to e \eCute a rapprochement ýkith the
P1RC and develop closer, more :'ord ial tel ations Nith
both North Korea and Japan. There are also uncertain
siens that thle (SSR ma% he accepting a deitarche tý Ith
thle United States.

Soy et enibass ý officials ds sin£(irah

restatement of a collect.:ix securlix arrangemnent for Asia
dUrini- h is visit ito India inl Ma\ I 955. 0ue,11e thilte
United States could be imxohed . These officials pro-
posed that the U nited StateS aind thle USSR could aereeC
to hlmit nlaval olpcrationls in thle Western Pacific: that
Japan and the US 5SR Could si en a treatY A et ,od nei j-h-
borlv' relations: and( that thle USSR and China could
ae ree to 'confidenice-butildi ng meas1ures- (CIIMs)
aflone, their common border. These CBN~s could include
notification of planned rilil itar,, exercise,, and possib\ aI
reduction of forces deplo~ed alone" both sides of the
border.

Perhaps, prompted bx these suecesi-ons.11S inl h1is
Auieus.'t 1 985 Helsinki mieetine vo th So% iet Foreieni Min-
ister Shev ardnad/e. Secretars of State (leore-e Shult/
proposed talks onl US-Soviet differences in Asia. FLark
in September thle St ate D~epartment indicated that
\1osco\\ had ae-reed to Ihie-h-Ievel discussion, amid that
Paul W'ol Ioxxit,'. A ssistant Secretart, of State lotr Far
LaLst and Paciflie A flairs. xN ott d "o to MOScOx and mneet
xý ith MIikhailI Kapitsa . thle I )pult\ 1-orCiLril ".11mister' tlo
*\sian Affairs. issue', to be raised b\ \\olfoxmit,' \%x cc
the Sovilet military build up in FLast Asia. tensions onl thle
Korean peninsula, tile ad xanCed k1,capo)nN suplejj)d by
thle USSR to North Korea. and die stalemated situat1ion
in Cambnodia In ree!ar-d to the latter, the United States
ho ped the U SSR could be persuaded to urg-e H anoi to be
more forthiconming in its negotiating, Posit ion on the



These tentativeC pr~obes b\ the United States and (fhe
U'SSR do not Indicate at major change iii either-
Washington' or- Moscoxm%' perception of' the causes of
their mutual hostilit\ý but rt-her- a w il lingnvss to meet
aInd discuss di\ isi~e issues at the ýworking le~ ci A
desire to raise the diplomatic le~el ol' inter-action "k ith
AsVia and] the L'ni ted States is at mark oft Gener-al Secrec
tart\ Gor-bache%'s re\ ised approach to So\ tet seCUirT\

pr-ObIllnm It is doubtful thalt Gorbalchev seeks at raLdical
change in Soviet obiectives. It is more likel\ that he
.seek,, to reduce Soviet political isolation iti the regton,
For. exen xý ith its grox% ing military strenuth. the
LUSSR 's political position has been wecakened."

Gix en the xwariness xý ith x% hich some Aitterican
friends and allies in Asia v ie\. Watsh in ton's Man -
ichacan \ iet, of' the region'- siýCUrity . it is, almost cer-
tamn that the\ ý%ill %iex% Gorbachev s diplomatic tor-a\,
as ijar mor-e indicaive, of pot ntial change in So\ ict
coails and( objecti es than xý ill thle U nited States'. V iS.
alssum1112ine consistent diplomatic. offensive b\. the
USSR. the political context of US def'ense polic\ xx ill
be enteri nc a di fficulIt stave . ('urrentlv . thle Uniiited
Staites is COMMntinrit to stress, a coallitionwl and coopera-
tive defcnsesraev but such I strategy depends uponl
close and supportive political relations ats much as it
does thle strncm-th of' American arms. Moscow. s, political
strategy is de sigtied to x\ eaken US political reclations i
Asia a~nd to demnstrateilI that Sox iet armns are des igned
primaril\ to deter- thle United States. At the same time.
,,o long, as the USSR COnHinues to f'icht in Afcha1nlistan.
Suipport Vietnam in Cambodia, ;1nd sustai it1mliar
buildup, at Soviet diplonlialICic]ffnsive allso faIces diffIi-
culties

The Reagan adm m11i strat mon s defense pol ic\ ha~s
continued to fol lox the patter-n, Ait', sonmc adjustment.
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set in motion h-, previous administrations. Fhe ( 'artcr
and Reagan policies have pro~ en to be adequ ate tot

recoveri n the AmJerican mit itarN position In A si a and
aNSUring friends and allies that the U.nited Statc, '1Isains
a stronue detense commitment to the region. \\here there
is x% eakness it is in the rhetor-ic Used to JustOt the pol ic,:
and Mi at appears to he at failure to recoeni/e, at Ica"!
puhlick. that defense relationships in Asia are far more
Complex than in Fuirope. Security relat ions in Asia are
t'ar more flUid and politically selNsitive to r-erional and
subregion a! priorities and Alieriirents. T1hiN is, as true fccr
\Iosco\\ ats it is tor Washinc-toni What1, in tact thec
United States has achiev ed is, a firmi ni up of a loose

coalition icl treaty allies and f'riends in the Asia-Pacitic
recimon.

The U.; militar\ presence mu1.st has eC the Capabilit\
to rest rain "nv Soviet aceressi se behiasior traen i

friends and allies. 'his has been. and remains", a mnajor
priorit\ of' the Reag-an administration. [or thle fuiture-.
this nmilitary capabilit must be joined h\ the equalkI
Important diplomatic effort to create. in the words o
Richard Solomion. "an et'tectise entente of alliance rela-
tionships and cooperative ties to friendlk it nonal ignred
states.""/ While the United States can respond. eveti it
s\ ith difficulty, to a con"tinuine1 So\ let niliiarv buildulp.
it cannot avoid the ew n More d itficu~lt task of &delop-
ing the political context requI~ired for a successtul
detense policy.

BliTl a~i nd (:(w . t1)79) . pp f)iX4 1,'7
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AMERICAN-SOVIET RELATIONS:
THE RHETORIC AND REALISM

Peter R. ZI ick

D RIm( RO,\\Ii) Rt<AN" IRSI I 1R\1

Plre'ident. three Soxiet lcadcrs ,erxcd in rapid succe,-
ion--{re/,hncx, h-Andirpo\ and Cherncnko. 1x con-

trast. a•thouth the first Nacek', of Rea-an's second term
begcan • ith hcttrnc iiko in charge. it sccmn, probable
toda\y that .Mikhail (jorhache\ ýillI be the So\,ict leader
%%ell bexond this presidenct.

President Reacan has COtlCrdCd thalt the rapid tnn-
omer of aged Soviet leaders nade it e\trencll\ difficult
tor him to establish a coherent diplonlatic dialogue xxith
his So,,ict counterpart until the (orbhache, ascendant\.
Fairness. however. demands that \we recognie that dur-
ing this period of unstable and undxnamnic So\ ict leader-
shdip. W'ashington hurled a continuous harragce ot
ideological rhetoric at the Soviet Union the likes of
which had not been heard since the height of the ('old
War. The intensity of this rhetoric apparently convinced
the Sovict leadership. including Gorbachev. that Reagan
was consumed b\ an irreversible Soviet animus that
would make normal diplomatic relations impossible.

It was not just the intensity of Reagan's anti-Soviet
rhetoric, which depicted Moscow as the ''focus of
evil." but also its substance that convinced many politi-
cal observers, Last and West. that Reagan would be true
to his conservative anti-Commnuni st commitment
throughout his tenure in office. Reagan did not simply

t5
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tated. thec -hrirrra oIt a -io( lac.k ' of So\ C( pki~k Cf I I

Ixoro t 1 e 1 \ C e s InNL pto I t'r LII ac
appro17ach. Scre-tars\ Ot State Shult, \xI 1ot atilt:ebcn
nlint ot -95 Hih Present politrc.al dkixsion oit tilt Corn-
tIneICnt (17.1.1ope t is ariiIa t e~rsts 0111k beckause It has
been imposed M~ brute Sox jet poxx er: thle ! nttd States
has nex er recocriied if as le,-itinnate or permnanent

The enik-Milo It Rca,±can's first termn is that despite
thle truen~isttv and Lontent ot his anti-Sokviet r/oriu'r, his
f)li x/ \xa "~Ineither reck less nor especialkl threatenin, Ito

Sos, let seenrIts Ini fact. kecartns Sox iet pot icx \%,Ias sur-

prisiriclk moderate. As Adamn 1lm) observed.1 -Orator\
apart. the So\ iets had Ilitle reason to .comnplain abou~t thle
record ot Mr. Reca~tns adnmninstration.-

American cnrsaiescould find little Iin Rea-
"canl's actiopr% to substantiate their hope that hie k%'Is
aban~dOning detente I 1irrI 0aIo o Lonfrontat IOn \k, IIth
Nlosckmx. Reagan lrtted the cr~ai embargo mlposed bx
President C arter mmi response to the Sok. ret i nter\ enition Iin
Al ghanistan. Ile passed uip a g'olde opoturt to nliti
ate a libewrationist" polics. in Polartd it I 981-852 in]
fax or oft efforts to calm) rather than exacerbate P~olish
tensions. Ile miade rio major :ommiitmenits to tile rebels
(or- freedom lighters) Iin Afghanistan. tie condemned thle
shootdosx n of the K\L. 0f07. but1 imp11osed nok Sanction1s.

lie ralied ag-ainst the gas pipeline trorin the L*SSR to
Western Europe, but could trot stop it. Fs en Iin the caxse
oft NiearacuaM. Reacan adrmrrnistration support for the
Contra Motrt "~as mrriirii1al (albeit arevdue to Con-
gcrss s resistance). Iin thle contemt(of this 'dde(Cte-likeC
poliC\ . tile ins asionl ot tins, 61renada ofis' u.nderscoredI
the limits orf Reagan Is \0x imngneiss to Commnit Amerlicanl



pm~er acgainsi the "codt cnpiie I'he so-c.alled -Rca

gani D octrine' remainled. tor1 the most part, ihet4)i Ic

IroncllCdk desp)ite this niotteraIo1 n. WesteNIC Jib-
erals took ecnCl less C0o111- tort tha did k-onserI\atI\L' Ml
Reaganls Soviet potic\ .Iiberatsl shuidlVItrd it the r)Os

peckt ot1 a "secon)d Cotld W\ar. anid ilespailcod of Rca1-
garl s idcoliogial cruwade againsi commlisn these
liberal ~oncerns flot\ithstandinze liiit' tact oi as that the
I ni~tCil Slates anid USSR xiere not hiowehit closei to \\ ar

Intac~t. altho~tilh Reagcanr s IItirst-tcr rh1ctoric %cc-
tajnl\ did not brine thNLIPCerpoVI-` rsCloser' to p-eace. It
i., hjehl\ un[likel\ that. c\ en hadl Rcae-aii bcen inclined
to engage "i rapprodchnenit, the ossitied Kreniliiilcad

I ~~ership " oud Wa\e been able to ICTp4nit
Ill Other \`,01rds. atthouch Nomle Reagan mi,-i~N ha.%

bemioaned the 'lost o~pportunities' iii .-\mcricai)-So\ let

relations during the NOrs teili. the pnm)pcts Or
iplpromed Amierican-So\ iet relations remained

e\trenmel loi\ as tong as the re\4t \imn, door to IKremvl in
pmer continlued to turn.

From Rhetoric to Realism?

W te eflaraI'llriatin 0I h) xa~ i'lr .1..i1. 1,,. re
.irica! presidcne\ raises three interesting ilne'tionsý
First. wkhat ex\plai ns the ap bt i ewcen Rezq.,an rhetoric.
andt policr tomiard the USSR.' SCMiond.%\h\ o,,as there a
mnalor shift a\~ ar fromt rhetoric in (the second tcrrl. .*\nd.

third, does thits shift portendl a rP'ii realism in Reagan
pol ic\: ti\. art [the L. SSR.'

AN emiphql4) here. the termi -real i ni i mptcý ics li

reliance Onl deolotcical c\planations of1 5)\ ict beha\ tor
and imo4re ret limce 41 ktactois am4cae th~il a t(0/

/)('ljiA S ieý 44t 54Soict pohlc\-. Realism also means a
turn'l t4)\~ant (Itiii)iatic encgi ient n negotiation to



resolke outstandine, kiltIt ierece C',Pcadcnt Rca,,ii

could lie .orrect. am.11idIf tha~t NCIIse hIsI \ ie.'% I \ý 0111d hC
. IC IIS I ,' O%% \ CF. to theC esICni tha.t heI CiiIIl.O'.

11t pi.'iil it: rhetircl- a"s m.1 1I i keii t dealn I 11 - ýIth the
SOx let threatM I' .i substitute 1toy diploinac\ %I ll
a1ppriiach is, not recallriti.

()ne atis'.'. r to IIhe lUest10ions posecd b.c
Recan-1 had ittle tot lose: h\. HnIiin Ain alI 1\ 'cI
dialtribes. It v.&, as ulikel' that am ill Lo-teiiii \iiier~ a
so'.let relations '.'.onld ~descop, InI hit, IlTIi termil unIIII
lie'.'. 1MCenelatio oh -So'.Ct CMd~ C12CkIed 'NOI 41111

t..a ie tr-ee t) lindul C h!,'. -I '.11111 .ini- So'. tcilcdi i and

cy'\p "'.> the idleohocI'Ii)cl I be ict ofil'clsi .iie'5in

ti' hIspi'l.. h.il bt hIII, atil so\I'ictiili tall icki polil1ii. sup
port 101- his1 defense bUnldupll it"Id LCiiclAte.d ceI MIii1C
post-V\etnalil patriotic re'. i'.al '.'.ith little ii4'.it) .. r~
paceIC All Oths',' as Osshle bcauseI', American 41 11011\
'.\ert, not perceis ed ill MNioso' Is a dire, thireatt'
SO\. let seCCLirlt\.

As a conscr'.ati'. e Recait, souchIlt o restIore both
Amecrica''. taj)Pwi aInd i~i1Ito emlox0 horeeC as a ilicaits
oh controilling So'. jt heha'. or. ( ne obser'. r. (oral
Bell, Ilhas artcued that Inl the Itcc 01 nat01onal1 technical
means" of, intiel lhicc -anlbiLltcuit kieso the pomsser hal-
mnce are in the Larea ol '.'. Ill rathecr than capacit,, Rca-
gan s ne'.' rhetoric shoUld he seenI as, a man 1i festat inl tit
America's \xillingtness, to sta iid uIP to So'.I~ iet pi i. er he

thp eteen ,k'hat Bcll refers, to as, Rc~acar'.
torv sicnals" (rhetoric) and ''operational sinmals' Ipl

icv I reflected his rec' ic iii on of- the inc reas inc1
Imporlance oft the pe'r( eption(i rofik i n American So%. iet
relations. It' Reagan could intimlidaite the So'.iets,
through his rhetoric, they '.'ould be less, I ikel\ to risk
direct coilfrontIat ion.
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aCti % C sUpport Iot W . -~lk 1e1-1ii I",t�r ~LaZ1I II it coI~MM

nisni in thcL Third World:k (2 thle dcplos nent o) Inter
mnediate-range missiles in Western Europe (Pershineg It
and cruise mrissiles: and (3 thle des elopmntCI 01 a nlc5\
nuclear deterrence strategy knoss n as thle Stratecike
Defense Initiative, or "Star Wars."

The Reacan D)octri ne \kas more than hemispheric
containment. It involved overt and covert aid to forces
attempt inmg to o~vrthross the Sandi ni sta -I~cs em ment oft

N caraut~a and the Mar vist covernment of ( renada . It
" as ro//bw k. The Reacan Doctrine \,s~ as a lM-cost.
los'm-risk. hich-s isihility reassertion oit Arnricit.a\ ss ill to
reslist Commun11Ilist C\panionisrnI in thle post-\ ltaml
cra, and sý as just s\ hat thle AmericHanl people \kkanted

ReWacan-s decision t0 dpoC ue)n tae rag
m issi les ini Futrop %e\Xas a res[io)isc to thle \\ arsass Pact"
prek iously unchallen.,ed mnilit ary precininrcel~ 05 er
NATO.)s M .hih niaee a polditical stati.n'I uilln

fire.It s% ould has e been '1tibsud ot (tie Reazc.an
adminlistrationl to r-eopenl thle ilssue ot thle dis iionl ol
FAurope \`11I0I Chu \ertine sme p sOH su re1,L1 onl SosieI
secuity-. With thle Inlterme~diate NuIclear lor1ce WI NI
talks stalemated in (tenes a. thle short-term price of
deplo\ ment s\ as minimal. Reagan offered thle Soviets
thle so-callIed , eCt IoOption .. h is prOpos)a I %onld has e
traded Am\erica's planned deployment of a pan ails
tested IN[- ~sstem for Soviet dismnianline! of its .SS 20s.

"s~hich had been deplo ed . Furt her. this proposal did not
includeI British and [rench nuLclearf forces.

W~ithout callin2- intol question thle realism orI sin-

cvrt ofWao es' o option.' it is not ikey tha
American arms, rietot iators es~pected thein prop sal to he
accepted. Indeed, it is highly tunlikel, thait either the ail-
inc Ire~hnev or thle aced Kremlin caretakers sxiho fol -

los~ed %% ere capable of respond in1g, to an tines% arms



that the Soiets neker accepted MAD) and \ere pursu-
inc a "'•karfighting capabilit. Ho ever. e\en it
true. this ,,as a strateev of 'deterrence h, denial."

which depended on overwhelming Soviet n/tt'n.Ivc
superiority.

Although SDI proponents and critics emphasi/e
"space weapons, the importance of SI)I does not lie

in the location of the weapons. hut in their character.
Some perceive that the intent of SDI is defensive in
nature. and its purpose is to destroy (l incoming inter-
continental ballistic missiles. (It should be noted.
however, that SDI is not a defense against submarine-
launched. low-trajectory ballistic missiles, cruise mis-
si les. or conventional bombs, )

If a nation could protect itself against a nuclear
attack ' ith an impenetrable defensive shield, one of
t, o consequences could ensue. Either it wkould no
longer need other deterrence systems. such as an
offensive nuclear force, or it could launch a first
strike against the other side without fear of
retaliation.

Either possibility posed a serious challenge to the
Soviet system. But, more important. some perceived
that SI)I offered the American people the hope of a
pwr-,'!i defense. without a nuclear arsenal.

Again. in terms of public mood. Reagan's Si)1 was
a palliative tio the insecurit\ of an endless arms race.

Whether the Reagan Doctrine, INF dephlomeent.
and SD!I ere intended as preludes to traditional diplo-
iiacy . or as, long-term policies, they matched the public

mood of the first term. 1hicver. abrupt and significant
changes in foreign and dohmestic conditions at the outset
of Reagan', second term altered that mood. necessitat-
inc chanLces iti both the style and substance of Reacan's
Soviet policN.
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Reagan's Respons~e to Gorbachu'r

Th' most iin itficant change in lt unc ling Reauan'
appr(, ' to the U SSR in hits second term %% as unqle's-
tionablv 6orbachex 's ascendanic\ to power. Unlike the
.series of' aced Breihnex ites wNho had preceded him.
Gorbachev was an unkniown qu~antit\. Was he a itx
or a "dove'!' Was he at retonner or a "Stalinist'"? No one
kniexx but it w?.as essential to knoxx quickly.

Although there wkas no certainty that Gorbachex
xxould surv ivýe the %vicissitudes of' a sticcession conflict.

actuariafll . he iikas at ,ood candidate for long-termn lead-
ership. W~ith Gorbachev in control. Reagan xx ould no
lonLger be abhle to employ the e\planation (or e\cuse)

that he could not1 meet \itith his SOv iet Counterparts
hc~ause the\ died before a meetine, could be airrarn.,ed.
Reagan had to confront the truth that he mx as, thle onl\
postm ar President wkho had riot mect \A ith at Sox ict leader.
The inmminent prospect oft such at meetinu demanded at
deescalation of the first-termn rhetoric.

Further. Gorbachev proved to be a sUrprisingl\
skilled ''media man.- T[be Western press liked him. lie
xx as a niew- breed of- So ict leaderCI M0 hoUnderstood the
importance of the media ats a means to influence xx orld
public opinion. In addition to sty Ic. Gtorbachex ernerged
as a man of substance on arms, control issues, In the
samne wa\ that hie began to take thle initiative axx ax from

ReaLcan in) the ' media xar''Gorbachev. also seimed the
initiatix e on SUbstantive issues of' American-Soviet rela-
tions. Suddenly , the Reacan administration found itself
in a icýactixe mode. A.s Gorbachev took the ''peace min-
tiat i c.'' the rhetoric of Reagan',s first term becan to
haunt him in his second term. WVhat had been Recaunn's
strength %\ ats transf'ormed into at xseakness bx Gor-
bachev',5 apparent conciliatory attitude. Reagan had to
do soniethinue substantive to reclain the momentum in
the intensifxing verbal ''war of peace.''



Reagan'-. need ito k uOsk (inrbaehe\ to ontroul-mt
him head-oin in thc mcldKIa sp1ot I ieh and torcai tile
*peace initiative*' all aIccOun11tfor the re\srsal. III

mid- 1l985. oft the conditions, for an American-So\ jet
summItI~I mleetine-. Whereas pre\ ioluslI\ Reayan inskictd
that a summlit NsouIld he poiICS l lssules h t~kk l CadCIrs
had soniethine, substantive to discuss.1, h% the sltmimcer tol
IW95 he m~as ~ linŽto attend a uminin ý ithont c\ en a
mu1Ltually acceptable agenda. The Linitcd State,, \Nantcd

the sumtto deal N ith a br-Oad r-anee' Of issues. M\ bil
Nlosco' "anted the ac-enda to be limited to alnus con-
trol. As t he summit approatc lied. i e.t hecallne
increasi tidy clear that inw'hin L: substant iw e Nonl Id reslt.
Therefbre. the Reauan administratlio adopted tilc v ie\ý
that even it' the summit onis atfforded theC MO '
leaders an opportl ti(n it toLet to know each othelr, it
would serve a constructie purpose.

The Geneva uneetitlL in Nov ember I VŽi. \thich
Reagan dubbed the f ireCside S1,t1t11mit N~t as aMedia
eveCnt. Behind the scenes,. there \%ere a series of private
discussions, but inr the end there kkas niot enton i sub-
staiice or aoreement to v% arratit wivtre than a getieral joint
post meet ingc statement11 oil en tItural Ica e and thle
promise to meet again.

Boith leaders, rushed toi the summl~lit bc~auseC each
was afraid oft beitig accused [IN tile other of bei n1 thle
obstacle to peace.- In add it ion. (;t)rbjo~he), needed the
sun mtit to establish hiis credentials, as a stron,- SoyvjetI
leader capable of handling foreign po~licN Il thiso\ ions
"c ak suit Ldome!- in. I lenee. ( mrbache% " as kkilline, to i

to Geneva regardless oft the high probabilit\ that t10 subl-
stantiti e au'reements V.ould be achieved.

All this pressure on Re~iwmat to etidage Gorbachev
dipliiimaticallk \xas ititensiftied b\ American donlicstie
political and econoimic. actors. [or oine thn.Reaari-
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necd(ed the summit at th[bfinie of his second terml
to ans~er -,roN% Inc, criticism of' his mihitar\ buildu~p.
Also. foomline mlassive hudeect dleficits Made it
lncreaxsinL'lv dif .ficult f'or him to ask Cotngress tor larger
nlilitarN expenditures w~ithout making at good-faith effort
at[ neigotiating, a possible arms conti ol agreemnent.

`k ,ith the (rm-danIolnsproposal onl the
hori/on. Reagan probhbl\ reali/ed that he had pla\ ed
the nlegotiat ion troll stremngth" plo\ for all it \Nas
" orth. Bef'Ore bud,-et Vilts Undermined his rearnmnment
efforts, it behooved Reac-an to he,-in serious1' nec'Ot a-
tions %kith NI oscov ý % hi le the threat of' anl all -out1 arms

j race " as still a credLible alternative to Soy jet
recalIcitrance.

A nother f'actor that probably c~ontributed to
Reagan's, response to the (iorbache\ challenge is the
.second-term" phenomenon. No ogrhvn oh

concerned w~ith the judunient oi'fithe electorate, and par-
ticularl v the riveht-w ing elements of' his own partyý
Rea-an mnay, have heCuLn to take at lonter viewk of' his
presidenc\.. especially histo)rV's jUdgment of' him ats

*-,,;1ccmaker.
Even if' Reagan had dlone little to roll back the

Sox iet threit. c ,Iscr~ ativecs had su~pported him in the
1 984 election -c aUSe hle had turned his back onl the
diplomiacy of' detentL aiAd had ideologically . if* not mili-
tarilv. encaced the enellnr. Now,. in his mid-seventies.
with no electoral constituenc\N to he served. Reaian had

little to lose by allo~ inc that perhaps it was possible toI
ne.ot iat n ood fa ith w~ith Soviet leaders.

In combiniation wkith the emergence of at nexkicjader
in the Kremlin. these domlle.ltic politicil and economic
cons ide rat ionis gave Reagan the impetus to shift' aw\ay
f'roml rhetori,. n.;aove tow-ard more normial diplomatic
relations with the Soviet Union.
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Issues in American-Soviet Relations

In view of Gorbachev's brief tenure at the time of his first
summit, the ongoing power struggle in the Kremlin. and
Reagan's recent conversion to diplomacy, it should not
have been surprising that the first Reagan-Gorhachec
attempt at summitr achieved very little. It was a pre-

mature summit, and should not be taken as a predictor of
success of future summits in Washington and Moscow.

The basic issues confronting American-Soviet rela-
tions for the remainder of the Reagan presidency and
beyond are relatively clear. "Star Wars' will continue
to be the centerpiece of Reagan's security policy and the
focal point of Soviet criticism. But. other issue areas
will also be important, including arms control, regional
conflicts, East-West trade relations, and human rights.
While none of these issues is new, there appears to be a
new willingness on both sides to negotiate with less ran-
cor and rhetoric and a new realism of shared
responsibility.

Let us now consider these issue areas and what
each portends for future American-Soviet relations.

Armns control. The near-term prospects for any arms
control agreement are cloudy. After years of proposals.
counterproposals, and unproductive negotiations, both
sides came away from the November 1985 summit appar-
ently committed to achieving at least a limited arns con-
trol agreement. The preliminary decision to subdivide the f
discussions into strategic, intermediate, and space-based

weapons talks raised the possibility that agreement could
be reached in one area without an overall settlement of all
arms control issues. This did not guarantee success, but
for the first time in the Reagan presidency the arms con-
trol process was not doomed to failure by unrealistic
requirements on both sides.
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The first p0ostSui1nmlit arnS Control n1CeIitiatiii1 es
sion01 adjOLiHIVed in March 9M). anjid a,_ýUs1a!1ouN fr(Plir

both sides that the other .k as still not s~erious aboUt
arms cnrlFurther. the planned I 9XO Washimnton
suiunlllit sx as deaNCLd hs disag.remcincts that threatened to
derail the entire summilllt process and mi ake an arm~s conmtrol
agreement emtremiel\ remote. It ".sas n~ot Until late summ111er
that the summ1111it process vsas hack onl track. and Reagan
publiicl\ acknox~ledged that thle Sos jets wecre mak ini
serious armns control proposals. The American and Sos ict
po~sitions on armis control arc sumiunariied in table I.

The most siminificanit concessions by \I(.,co%% in thle
postsuimmt period wecre the uncoupling of- thle Sos cteI demnand that the Lunited States drop SDI) 'research fromI a
settlement on intermlediate-range weapons in I-urope.
and the partial Unlinking of British and [rench strategiic
nuLclear forces, fromt the INF negotiations. [o r his part.
Reag~an's Februarv 1986 INF proposal dropped his pre-
vious insistence that So\ jet intermiediate-ranue missiles
in Central Asia and the Far FL'ast he eliminated conyl
pletelv - These itemns therefore remained the only, obsta-
cles to an at-,reenient on INF.,

Strategic arms control is closely tied to thle issu4e of
space-based weapo~ns and SDI). Reagan's commitment to
*Star Wars"' research is seen in Moscos as an attempt ito

secu~re a ''irt-strike'' capabilit0- Quite understandiably.
the Soviets find this Unacceptable. As long as Reag2an per-
s ists in this plan to shift America's deterrence snte

frn a fenscit) ito defensive s\ stem,. the pros pects
for at stratei_,ic arms control aieree ment remaini dim. In
tact, thle developmecnt of' SI)M could e\accrhate the
armns race. It' the Vnited States hopes to deeClo)p a
uletensi e shield. its deterrence effect must11 lie in its
being, virtUall\v 100 percent impenetrable. From thle
Soy jet pers'pectiveC one loc-iCal coun~ter to SDI) NN ould be
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(it] rcscarch IIIiPiiCL' hN ;972 ha-ic: ic- 1 -arch an S 51) could

A4'\1 treat\ cauttTIttic FI-airc to leachi acrct

lcwltiac -rangLc \kcapaii' in

it mass ive offe 'it, c st rate ic [circe ci pahie ci. o er1-
vchelminL, America", LldeteSkC s hield. Ini short. not oi'nI
is there little ineticcik for the USSR to reduce its stra-
tecic arsen-al hut there is it ver> strong inicentive toi
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accelerate offensi~ \ k~eapons de~ elopuient in order to
be read\ tor SDI) if. or ý%hen. It is, deplow d. Another
Option %%ould be the deplo\x ment ot space i11i1nes

capable of destro~ inc SDIl s~ stems. This \Aould con1-
stitute anl esc.alation M(li te armNi race in sace.

T[he quLestion is,. Under m hat circumnstan1ces v\ ou Id
Reac-an abandon the Stratecic D~etense Initiatme! ks SDIl
a bhari-ainling c hip" to be Used to force the So~ iets to
accept deep Cuts in strategic wkeapons s~ stemis. Does
president ReaL'an reall\ belie~ e that SDI1 is an achiex -

able tech nolocv .\ .I Athouchl hie has titn)n indication
that he kUL ould ivup SD)I. the cir'cum1stantcS un1der
\ h ich it vý as initiated-nmore at Reacan s behest at ter

learnin-, of the theory than in respons'e to demand from
military ad'.iers-Nu-sucest that *Star Wmar~s %%i moreli
a political than a mmtitar\ consideration. [uIrt le rnore,
serious questions. have been raised about the technical
teasibilIitv ot its deplo\ ment %A ithin the ne\t qluarter Lcen-

tUr- . if' at all.' The fact that it is not a defense sys'teml
teken if' perfected)m acainst offshore, ship and sub-
miarine-launched cruise and lo~x trajectory ballistic mis-
siles and bombers sucssthat it could not be a
complete substitute for strateuic deterrence. flo~ever. a
partly effective SDI1 systemn concentrated on defendinc,
American land-based missiles, such as the new, MNI.
could deny the Soviets at -first-strik&' capablility
derived from oewmhelming offensive superiorit\.

In short, if' Reagan or his successor could negotiate
siL'nllicant. verifiable reductions, of strategic offensv
wkeapons w ith Mlvoscow\ a prospect that appears

increasintzlv likely, N ith G;orbachev,). SDI would proba-
bly be shelvedl. Reag~an may insist on the right to lim-
tited research, but "Star Wars" is too problemnatic and
tot) expensive to stand in the way of a rnianineful armis
reduction package in the near term.



.A, final potential ohstacle to armis control arc
merits is Reacan's belief that iiie11111Anrrcf arms ilegotia-

tions are made miore ditticult bx continued~k Sx cit
in'olvenrent in) recional conflhicts. This presumorit link-
ac-e of, Soviet Thiird World act ~ix it lesspec jall In
Afch~anistan. the Persian (Pilt', and Central AneICALa
appears to hax e moderated since the 1 985 (CIIenca sum11-
mit. Ihowever Nuch aeti% tiles, are potential stickInc2
points in) Amierican-Soviet arms neuotiations arnd rela-
tions in _,eneral.

Regijonia(Ol li1.'. [he heart of' Reagan', \ hird
World policy 1is aniwmns ~hich mecans anti-

Sovietism. [he heart of Gorbachev s Third World pol

icN, continues to be antinimperialism. w~hich means anti -
Americanism. Ini short, each of" the SLuperpox% ers depicts
the other as the main source of' tension in thle Third
World and the root cause of' Current reuional confllicts.

As noted previouslI\. Reaganism is not thle anti-
coimmun ism of' containment. The Reacan D~octrinie
includes the notion ot' liberation from communism in
addition to the containiment of' its spread. As the Reagan
administration made clear to Congress during the 19X0
debates on support for the Contras in Nicara"Lua. if the
-freedlom fighters- fail to oxerthtow the Sandinista

recirne. it mav be necessary for United States, forces to

take a more direct role, The L~oal is to omerthro" thle
Nicaraguan government. just as the Miarxist governm'ent
of Grenada was overthrown.

The Reag'an D~octrine is legitinmized and dits-
tincuished from brute imperialism in the President's,
mind by the conviction that ''freedom) fighters" are
really struggling agzainst the Soviet Union. According to
this view. if' the USSR. or its Cuban surrocaite. had not
directly intervened in the affairs oft Central American
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WIWIsar \hc it c e'to rc !ikm conthcis" thc Rea-
canlkll otto i, -( it 1 /1(2 /t 'noz Sol 1(1/dl(

LIe fi ormer President Nixoný . practitiorlc; of
dCltctc x OICcd snpJport for P~resident Reacan', policics
on the grounds that N hat Nixon termned fihe rc\i'e
Bre/hne'% Doctrine InCludes 'not1 onl\ dctcrindin hut

~emending2 lOVInIII11tinisitIC
Reagan explains thle conflicts in Afghanistan.

Southeast A'sia. the Middle East. southern Africa. aind.
Of course, Central Arnirica ats thle direct result of So\ 'e'

mikchiet-mnakingc This is not Iit sa,, hc helicx es that
there xN ould be no conflicts hut IforI the V SSR: rallhcr he
sees the Soviets as troublemakers \\ ho take advantaec oit
anN. opportunit\ to e xacerhatc tensions and rceional
instabilit\ . WhN is it in thc interest,, oA thc So\ ict Lnion
to promote reuioinal conflict .' This comes hick ito Rea-
gan ' s \ iexA ot M oco%% as\ a revol 0LIt 1i1nar1\ I)x M% CUI110t I -
xated by Marxist-Leninist ideolocy%.

The Presidtni-as position oni regional conflict" ooes
to the heart of' his perception of the Soviet role in the
x\ orld. In a very real sense, the -rollbac.k of corinmu-
nli sllt is s\y0n\110111 mos ithl thle -*rollhack oif Sox ict
power." Ratn is simpl\ unx% illint! to i.,rant the ( SSR
the status of' .Olohal powecr.'' A\t a mininmu m. Reacan
wNould have thle L'SSR reduced to its earlier, continental
poxxer status, This is consistent x% ith the (itt-expressed
Reagann helief' or. perhaps. xx ish t that thle -correlation
Of fo rces- in the xx orld has shifted during his term in
office in 1,6or of derriti~cracv and that socialism hats had
its day.

Findinue the USSR uinder every retoiinal hot bed is

the sell-fulfillment (if Reaican' s nichtmare - More impoir-
tamntly. it leitmies a nothine, else could. American
interf'erence in the internal affairs of' 'Third World
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kl ~l 21'ccN I Ill' in.11rn. nohih/llC\,Alc .It.rall popnIlii
it npk rt for a re n IiI i It Irid t orIc igni pt 1hc\ that I i c,

tromt hcuinc nipetlaI~dt h\ iI(, antl SO\ lcilnl \, sc,,I'
tar\ oft Stat Shuit, [)it it: 'Sk, 10112 a' ciilIUTiunii lji,
taitor'hips feel teCc Ill aid an1d ah)Ct nIici il in l,

dcnullcai thc t%\h\c otthluhr,( Ill ,-~ttc
trtuII11dctlctiditie their l nf ntcr't i thi,1hc mclii'cd

lIn t\ ic. ill Rcaan', umwlillinnncNN to cp thc
Su\ let L nitmn' Icteitiiiatc nimcrc't ill teloihil aftIimrN
initlkLinte rcetional co'Itilt1it Inl the %\ clicrnt I clciii~pthcc.
[lie prspeco'. 101 an>\ HIueatIlIL'f~ -Iiaeccnicuit' Inl tin1' d
are dimi Ihlerctore. it I, nlikck thait 11hk 11,tIC arCJi k ill
he the to(e' of anl\ '1tin1n11t coltrnca IfCI d otwL a' lic I,
President. Il douhtcdl\ Racart, k Ill ridic OILc iNic in
International ftornums. in the nuledIa. Mnd Ill 11ut1,re 1rt\,ate
tirceide chat,,~ kithi (orhachc'

.A\t the ,aninc time, ,ccond-termn rcalt'ni horn kof
ecohnomuiiic tnc~txanid political tmpptrtuuiiI\ t iIIt pcr -
11111 Rcaý-ari to enter into nortuli,'cd rclation' kiiithcfl

I SSR betOrt' an> rc'~olution ol the niajor rcioral prohb
leIIN. JnI1t as IBreihne\ did not pcrtnmt1 Anucic~i~n
invokenment in \'ictnanu it) lock [lie SAL I im-lotiation,
or A mcrican - St wci I radc au~rectincnt', it noix aippeails

that Rea,.2ar ut-mith he ý% Ohmnu ito mulox e ahead \ý ith Imit 4

Ited ae-rce~ncInent on arnt, c.ontrol andI la" \ e
economic reClattlons. x ithiotit tn11t ie1L tint a sokici ~ti
dra~~ al froint .tu.hanistatn or ahatllnonitmumit titt [lhc San
dinista reetnit. Part oIi kReanatm nexm httu emi~u icd~ itiit

Hinclude a x~tluec~to iterc the \nniticla
Sovict .confromntatim n to 111 lIditanaCeahic t'0LC areAS

La~ Wc~t uoad. InI the Wect it i,, LnemcrAkl
asittneMd thadt tile S0%1CetI nt1011 neCCLI Htrad Mole than1



ucts arc considered b\ mall\ to he essenltial to SO\ ict

ckmononi t de~ e opitient, As atosclec \\ esteril
policies ha'.e often atteniptcd ito force thle So\ ict Im1onl
iiltu) politic~al Cociiession', in e\Change or tradc. anl
appro'Iac kno~ n as Iikc

Hih facts that the L SSk Ps be~hin~d The %\\et Inl
techtniliiex. cilusunier _,oock, And food poitiIiand
thatt theC\ lIlList 11iipro\ e these sctlors inl order to st1Ii(I

late piok1Iictitl~( fia\C been \ý Cfl d( iCUMic'iCOd( Jhe is'iic

tor A\niricari-sowie relatioiis". h1iO\C\cr. i' not v. etc'ie
thle So%. Iets '.xant or uIecci Western hod ut %.' hat
%1iLso'.' is''.tlii to kit In Oilder to Let theml. [it thle
pie Reagan \cears, trade '.'.as eiiplo\ ccla I,, 1ccit a
agains~t thle So'.lets Inl tMO' 0 V.trs: as, pun ishmeii~lt br
in\ol'.ement inl regionla conflithes andc Is all IlICCIlIItiS
ltir Mrehrnin h i n1.1ian r-i ht,

Contmar\ to thle c\pectatiolis ot Iniiin oil thle cit
and right (hai Reca,,ns, anti-So'.ic jetrctmric '.'ouilc
surel' tianifest itselt in some formn of linkage polic%
this '.ý as not the case. In taict. Reagan', s SiQ\\. onl link
ace Ac. re amibIL1uous11 from thle start. At the same time
that Recamn declared hiniseffI for f11iVkCe in the I YXO
Campaign. he promised Anivricanti armers that he %otidd
flf (lie grain enmbargo Imipo sed h~ ('% artet: a promuise that
he kept ,wheni he took office in Ii).81. No economnic
sanctions were imposed ailstthe 1)55 R and its, allies
during the Pofish crisis. and desiCIlte the w.iruence ol the
Reagan attacks aizainst Soviet inolvement in N icaragua
and G;renaida, no economic sanctions have been tfireat-
etied 1 Afhi uch N icaracia itself has been thle target of' an
American cmiharvo of, sorits. In this area ilt least, nie
tlier Reauan rhetoric no r pof cy stood in thle wa' of nor-
inaf ited economnic relations.Yet . tknii ican So'.iet trade
sank to its loetmodern fevefs larucef because rela-

lions inl general kere so poor.
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Amerlcan-Sovier trad!: dturine the first Reagan
admintistrationi illu.1strates, the important fact that Fast-
Wecst trade tends to rcl/n r-ither than CPL'UIC alt
atmosphere of cooperation. 'llhe theor\ that hostile
nations are more likely to de vet p friendlier pol it ical
relations if' the\ trade tend,, to ignore (lthe realit% of (the
post\mar era. [he Uinited States has., not been inclrind to
contribute to the economnic wet! -h i ni Ot thle USS5R
khen lev els of- tension have been hiig-h biecause there is, a
perceived connection between Soviet etconomic and mil-
i .tar\ pox. er. (nI )n\ 0en tensions have kýen lm% has, the
United States been ilneto enuac-e acivel':. in comn-
merecial relations wAith the Sov~iet Union.

Furthermore. Ni scow has not si2nilicantlN altered
either its domestic or f'oreig-n policies f'or the sake of
trude. To the eofltrar\. Washington's attemlpts at linkage
hax e been consistently repudihated by Moscovw and haw.
often back fired ecL, the Jackson- Vanik amendment.
lIn short, there is no evidence that the Soviets can be
threatened or cajoled bN trade ito adopt p01 icis f'avored
b\ the United States.

To th is calcu~Ins oft Last-West economnic relations.
the Gorbachev reuiime has, introduced at niew elementI1---
technolocical chauivinism.' Gorbachev and his asc
attes reject thie contentions that the USSR cannot coni-
pete tech no log ical It'. and that it is permiane iit I'
dependent onl thle WVest, In Gorbachev's view., the U SS R
is not more or less dependent on t'Oreign technolocy than
ani, other nation. In September 1985. Gorbachev
'xp-ressed the \ ie,. that %\hitle the U.SSR w\,ould naftu-

r~.Anot like to lorLco those additional advantages that
are provided by reciprocal scientific and technological
cooperation- withi the West. the Soviet Union w\ould
necker beecote dependent oni technoloex transler.

lhose wetfing1 the Ideca ()t ite t. .5S.R Hiillegedl\ being
CIýiisiinie \kith thirst Imtr S.. technology target Aho thc\ arc
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de~al inci )% ith and %kh t the So'ict I nion is, toda% I lat, in,- " on
tech m olo cal indcp-ndence after thle Rex olution. it has lone,
been e niov ing thle status oft a ,,,reat s ie nti i tc and technol ogcal

We speak openly about o11r diksat I'lfactio 101 ith1 tile sel
e nti tic and tee hno be cal cx el of this or that tkpe 4I prod~uct.
Yet \%e are countini- on acceteratinu, setentit ic and technoloui-
cat progress not through .. a transter oft technologex from the

VS. to the 1'.S.S. R., hut thromch -transt uston<s of the most
advanced ideas. discox cres and ix entions from Sox let sc:i-
ence to Sox let indlustrx and jericulture. thn web mlore2fc-
ti\ ue oiekt our o xx n ,c ientil tic and technol'ogc tal potentitat

This is not simipl\ Soviet hrageadocio. a la Stalin.
although there is uindoUbtedly some element ot woundedI pride. The shift is, neither s'impl\ the result of Soviet
concerns about the political costs of, Western imports.
nor of the lear of heconnmin hosta, -e ito Western capital-
ism. Rather. Gorbachev 's technolooical chauvinism
derives from txo ne\& elements in Soviet thinking,
First, somne Soviet economists are concludineL that tech-
nology imports tend to retard rather than stimulate
SovietI research and dex elopncent (R&D). The sectors
that have relied most heavily onl it sport substitution.

suhas the chetmical industry. are rioxx the most ineffi-
cient and hackxxard hecause thev lack an incentive to
inprove dotmest ic R&DI or manageme nt . In other
xvord's. Western techntolouN may boostl ,hort-term out-
put. hut interfere xý ith lonue-term development.

Second, (i rbachex 5 seetnlinclN cavalier attitude
to%%~ard Aimerican techtcoloep is part of a more profound
chanICe in 5Soxict pol ic\. lThis shift is the Soviet locuIs of
attention ccxx a from the United States, and redefines the
traditional Soviet view% of the West as an aecrelatedl
unit.

If this acrguinew is correct. wxe can expect the
Sox iets to enlphasi/e domestic R&DI and become less
dependent On technologp transfer [hey x\I II also proba-
hI x direct (their trade mnore toxxard the capitalist and



industriallim,in nations oI thle [hird World. Wcstcrn
Europe. and Japan, and less tovkard the U. nited States.
In short. differentiated trade patterns ýkith thc West aic
likely to develop in tandem \ith technological chauv-
nism. thereby leadins- to an increasing emphasis onl
economic benefits for the Sovijet economs\ and ai
decreasing emiphasis, on the politics of trade.

Human rig'ht.ý. The effect oft this issue on internia-
tional relations has traditional ly not been wkell under-
stood by Soviet leaders., at situation that enabled
American leaders to manipulate human right,, concerns
to their ad\ antage in the competition for- ),korld opinion.

With the ascendancy o (it orhache\. the Soviet Unions',
posit ion oin humnan ri -,hts, has been altered for mlas imllum
miedia impact.

Whereas Reacan has eenecrallv failed to use human
rights to promote hIls nation s imlae inl thle \korld . (or-
bachev hegan earl\ onl to take the initiatixe tin this area.
Only \xhen confronted with thle inevitabilit\ of hopeless
situations, and thle need to rc,_ain thle initiatixe on

hu man ri ehts . did thle Reacan admini strat ion act b\
x,.ithdraxm ing its, support for thc DI~ual iCr and Miarcos
ree ,ires. and imoed in earl 1986)X tox.%ard a majori iN
rule position on South Africa.

M :anxshile. (iorbachev mlade a njumbler of clevrer
nmoes that scored points in the Western media at rela-
tivelv little cost to the USSR. Yelenia Bonner. Andreit
Sakharx 's v" ite. " as permitted to go to thle West for
c\ e and heart treatment: American-Soviet married coul-
pies. separated for yecars h\ So%~ iet policy , wkere permit-
ted to reunite in the West: and, most dIramat ic oft all.
Anatolx Shcharanskv. thc symibol oft human rights and
relig.ious repression in the Soviet Union. was released
front prison and exchanged for Soviet bloc spies in
Western prisons.
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All these events received extensive press ckveragc
in the international media. More important. these
human rights cases, which for years had been ammuni-
tion in the American anti-So•viet arsenal, were defused.
These acts do not portend a reversal of human rights
policy in the USSR so much as a recognition by Gor-
bachev that some repression is more trouble than it is
worth when weighed against its effect on world opinion.

in tact, manN, observers contend that Gorbachc, is a dis-
ciplinarian rather than a liberal reformer and that s,'m-
bolic acts of humanitarianism belie the underlyinLd
repressiveness of the Gorbachev style. From the per-
spective of Soviet foreign policy. Gorbachev is making

it very difficult for his critics to use the issue of human
rights against the USSR. The Soviets lost little and
gained much by releasing Bonner and Shcharanskv.
Unique cases such as these will not set precedents., and
Gorbachev's actions are unlikely to create a rising title
of activism on human rights among the Soviet people.

It is very unlikely that human rights will occup. an
important place in American-Soviet relations as Iong as
Gorbachev is in charge. It also suggests that it will be
increasingly difficult for an American President to
mobilize world public opinion against the Soviet Union
on this issue.

Prospects for A merican-So;'iet Relations
While all of the issue areal, undOubhtcdk influence
American-Soviet relations in the near and long term.

one crucial factor has vet to be considered. Specifically.
Soviet history suggests that leadership changes can have

a significant effect on Soviet foreign policv. regardless
of what the United States does. The question is: What
direction will Gorbachev take in American-Soviet rela-
tions?



Under Gorbachev. a new approach seems to he
taking shape. Both leadership and policy changes indi-
cate that Gorbachev was moving toward a differentiated
view of the capitalist world that was a logical extension
of post-Stalinist Soviet foreign policy.

Khrushchev abandoned Stalin's strict t"o-cafip
approach when he recognized the Third World (zone ot
peace), and Brezhnev's "'peace campaign" recognized
that on some issues American and West European inter-

ests did not always coincide. Gorbachev. picking up on
a theme first introduced by Andropov. carried this proc-
ess one step further to suggest that it is possible to dit-

Sferentiate among capitalists and engage in
rapprochement with some and cold wear with others.

The Gorbachev approach i~s one of a "'differenni-

ated'" foreign policy that distinguishes between an anti-
American policy and an anti-Western polic.. Jerr,
Hough has described this as a "'multipolar'" as opposed
to a bipolar strategy. •' Such a policy permit,, the So\iet
Union to normalize relations with West European and
Third World capitalist states while continuing to con-
front the United States.

";'I~s is not a break with the Brezhnev approach.
but Liicr is it merely a continuation of the Brezhnev

"peact campaign. which sought to divide the United
States and its allies by demonstrating the USSR's peace-
ful intentions. Gorbachev is apparently prepared to

make major concessions on ke\ issues to improve rela-
tions with America's allies. xhich Brezhnev \ as s
unwilling to do.

First, let us consider how leadership changes in
Gorbachev's first year of power support the theory that
a new multipronged approach to Western relations is
possible. Admittedly. many of the leaders were old. hut
replacements in key positions were more than actu-
arially motivated. The pivotal change was the removal
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of Gromvko as minister of foreign affair, in July 1985
and his replacement by the relatively inexperienced
Eduard Shevardnad/e. True. Gromvko did not retire.
and he remained on the Politburo and assumed the cere-
monial Soviet presidency. Nevertheless. day-to-day
control of Soviet foreign policy was taken out of his
hands. This signaled a change in the direction of Soviet
foreign policy. Then. Gorbachev's leading rival for
power Grigorii Romanov. the overseer of the military-
industrial complex. was summarily dismissed by the
Politburo. He was replaced. first as head of the arms
sector and then in March 1986 on the Politburo. by Gor-
bachev loyalist Lev Zaikov.

In a surprise move at the 27th CPSU ('onvres,,.
American Ambassador Anatoliv [)obrnin a,,as madc
Part, Secretary responsible for overseeing Soviet rela-

tions with nonruling parties and WVestern nations.
replacing the long-time head of the CPSU International

D)epartment. Boris Ponomarev. who was retired. A fcew
days prior to the Congrcss. the head of the Part',s
Department for Liaison with Workers' and Communist
Parties. Konstantin Rusakov. was also retired.

Dobrynin's transfer to MoscoA in charge of the
party s foreign policy apparatus has a number of
implications. First. his presence will bridge the tradi-
tional gap between party and government. making the
implementation of any new policy easier. Second. it
puts a leading Soviet expert on American policy at the I
center of the new policy-making team who can safely
steer Soviet policy aw&aN from its American fixation.
Third. Dobrynin's replacement. Yuri Dubinin. does not
have the stature of his predecessor: hence, this change is
a signal that American-Soviet relations will not he as
central as they once were from the Soviet perspective.

Other significant leadership changes included the
elevation of Aleksandr Yakovlev to the Secretariat.
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Yakovlev. the head of the CPSU Propaganda Depart-
ruent. has a reputation as a virulent anti-American. The
appointment of Yuli Kvitstinsky. an arms negotiator in
Geneva. to replace the aged Vladimir Semyonov, a,
Soviet ambassador to West Germany in March 1986.
vas another important change. This was an indicator of
Gorbachev's intention to revitalize Moscow%-Bonn rela-
tions and ease the strains that resulted from earlier
Soviet interference in the rapprochement between the
German Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic
of Germany. Also replaced were the ambassadors to
Spain and Japan. In the summer of 1986. virtuallN the
entire leadership of the foreign ministry was changed.
completing the removal of the Gromyko team. These
changes set the stage for a new cast of actors to imple-
ment the reorientation of Soviet foreign policy ii la Gor-
bachev.

Actual policy changes toward the West in the first
year or so of Gorbachev's regime are more difficult to
identify. Some first signs, however, include Italian Pre-
mier Craxi's visit to Moscow in May 1985 and Gor-
bachev's visit to France in October. Foreign minister
Eduard Shevardnadze's visit to Japan in early January
1986 may be viewed as the opening move in what could
be a long-term strategy to restore political and economic
relations with Japan. and more specifically negotiating
the territorial disputes outstanding since World War i1.

Gorbachev also took full advantace of the Ameri-
can bombing raid on Libya to drive the point home in
Europe that American actions can be a direct threat to
West European security. Gorbachev was careful not to
lend military support to Libya during the raid or to place
Soviet ships in jeopardy so as to avoid the possibility of
a direct confrontation with American military forces.

It is difficult to assess the damage to Gorbachev's
efforts rendered by the Soviet failure to inform Western
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nations in a timelv manner of the disaster at the Cher-
nobvl nuclear reactor. ClearlN. howe),er. Soviet
behavior renewed traditional views that the USSR \kas
not as concerned with the welfare ot its Western neigh-
hors as might have been expected.

There are also indications that Soviet Third World
policy may he shifting awav tro m support tor "hat
Brezhnev called "revolutionary dmnocracies'" on the
"*noncapitalist'" road to development and toward an
emphasis on relations with the more important, hut cap-
italist, industrializing nations, such as India.'' It true.
this would he the extension of a pattern that emerged in
the last years of the Brezhnev regime. when the major
recipients ot Soviet nonmilitary aid were nations such as
Turkey and Morocco. The difference would he that
Gorbachev will be less likely to balance this support for
capitalist nonaligned nations with support for revolu-
tionary movements.

The problem posed by this shift in Soviet foreign
policy tor the Reagan administration and its successors
is that American foreign policy could unwittingly
contribute to the Soviet effort to divide the West by iso-
lating the United States from Third World capitalist-ori-
ented nations. Even though Reagan's efforts to
overthrow the regime in Nicaragua received support in
the US Congress, this policy has virtually no support
among America's allies, and is universally condemned
by the nonaligned nations of the world. No matter how
bad the Sandinista regime may b,. supptmt for Reagan's
pro-(ontra policy by other world leaders would in fact
recognize Washington's right to interfere in the internal
affairs of any nation with which it had a disagreemnent.
No Third World leader is likely to risk his domestic
support or international stature for such a doctrine.

It Gorbachev takes an arms-length position vis-ai-
vis revolutionary denocratic movements at the same
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time that Reagan intensifies his campaign against
"Soviet-hacked revolution." the gap between the myth

and reality of Soviet behavior tnaN become so w ide that
Reagan will find himself totall. isolated f~rom the world
community while Gorbachev is accepted as a moderate.
even liberal leader.

More important. Soviet concessions to West Ger-
many on relations with East Germany. and to Japan on
the Kurile Islands could drive wedges into the Western
alliance, in particular if Reagan persists in -'Stars
Wars'" and appears to be 'dragging his leet'" in
response to new Soviet nuclear arms control proposals.

Finally. by removing the United States as the cen-
terpiece of Soviet foreign polic . and by redefining
Soviet security antd economic necds %%ithout direct refer-
ence to the United States,. Gorbachev neutraliics the
most powerful leverage that the United States has had
ý ith Moscow: the Soviet leaderships oý n perception oi

the West as an indivisible unit.
If Gorbachev abandons the -'unified imperialist

camp" theory in favor of a sophisticated, differentiated
world view, it will be all the more imperative that Rea-

gan's rhetoric he transformed to realism. The real dan-
ger to American security is not the existence of two
nuclear powers with different world views, but the pos-
sibility that the two superpowers will act in response to
mistaken perceptions of each other's intentions.

[o illustrate this point, when President Carter
attempted to adopt a foreign policy that was not defined
by the East-West conflict. Breihnev destroyed any
chance for a new dialogue when he played according to
the old rules and sent Soviet troops into Afghanistan.
The Soviets isolated themselves from the community of
world opinion by this act and probablN contributed to
the rising tide of political conservatism in the West.
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If Reagail %Acre to invoke American forces dircctl%

in a regional conflict. use mu iitarN force In a %"% Pel

cei\ýcd by N\nicrica's allies asN ck'ntrar% to their intereists

tsuch as in Lba.or insist on unrea~lI!tiC conditions lot

an arms control aiwreenient at the samec time1 that1 (iot-

bachev is, reorienting So' jet Polc a .afo thlIed Stadi-

tional East-West confrontation m1odlel, theUnedSae

could find itself isolated. aknd actUallN contribute to A

,ia\e of pro-Soviet Sentim"'ent in Europe and (he Third

World, G3orbachev has significantly raised the price ot

rhetoric and increased the pa. ott for realism In nmeni-

can foreign policy. It remains to be sen whether Rea-

nvan understands and is, willing to) play by the new rvles.

which demand a commliitment to diplomatic engagement

and negot .iated ,ettlemients based on mutual benefit.
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TERRORISM:
POLITICAL CHALLENGE
AND MILITARY RESPONSE

John F. Guilmartin, Jr.

L.'i l•/t i/A.% IA I/' be a a/r' I(hat! tli l le Iil hA% I l ii /lld-

ii/l bihit 1 ar, I 'hili 1'1  ou poll( v it •Ik' "Inc t

Prc,,ident Ronald Rca tan.

27 .iannau• 1981

E\ |N BIt:t )RIL HM ASSt \1I1) (A I IE. Ronald
Wilon Reag-an scored "hat maný interpreted as a signal
v ictory over international terrorism: %khile inauguration
celebrations were still in progress 52 American hostages
held under the auspices of the Revolutionary Govern-
ment of Iran. it not actually under its control, were

being flow.n to freedom. Their release came as the result
of negotiations timed so closely with Reagan's assump-
tion of the Presidency as to leave little doubt of a causal
relationship.

During the campaign that preceded his election.
Reagan roundly criticized his I)emocratic opponent for
being soft on terrorism, scoring him for his handling of
the Iranian crisis. The basic import of Reagan's mes-
sage was clear: indecisiveness encouraged international

terrorism: conversely, prompt and decisive military
action, if not a cure-all, was an effective antidote. The

/15
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decII arnds. \Ias \I ud clI perI.C I\ cd as dc fac.toI IonluIutI IIII-

tionl o1 tile x alidit% ot thIs \ iei\5

Iranian re lut itOnar, aut01HUrtiS had permitte1d
American TV cretks frequent. it not ;l.ICC"Ss to the
streets (it -han throutihout thle hosl,2et crisis' their
act ions .sugg est thet, iwre thorouIeh Is C0oIli iant oh1 thle
pomv er ot' the American v.isual nes" s medkia and that the\
used it frequently to communic.ate their demands and
intentions to the American people and Gosermnent.A
leadership so sensitive to vagaries of' American public
opinion could hardly have missed the efftect ot ReaLan\s
campaign rhetoric on the American electorate -- and oin
international opinion.

Whatever one's, ,ievks of President Carter's effec-
tiveness as a netotiator. the tactical failure of' the
Iranian rescue attempt "as distressintgl\ clear. When
American aircraf't. American plan,,, and Americ~an
resolve dissolved in chaos at Desert One duriii, thle
night of* 24-25 April 1980,. the competence of' thle L'S
milIitary establ ishme.V sas cal led into queIstion1. The
incoming, administration ss ould hav e to address the pol -
icy aspec~ts oft counterine~ terrorism- --and tile min itart,
Means tit implementing that policy

The failure oft the hostage rescue fo0cused public
attention on the military component of- a national poliex
to counter terrorism. Mountingo such a mnilitary operation
demands leadership. plannin2. inte~ wience. and imag-
ination. The rest--fireposs er. numbers of' troops and
units, the perf'ormance parameters of' aircraft and ships.
logistic support. and so on----,can be: counted and evalu-
ated statistically . A survey of' such operations over the
past decades underlines both the difficulties and the
potential benefits of' a credible militarv hostage rescue
capabilitY.
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As\ ..Xnericans koted on 4 Noxenmber 1x9). inepti-
tude in tie White I[oUs use of mnilitarv, torcc in ourt
tcrine terrorism. as tragicalt. hidhlighted at I)esert ()ne,

\as seen b\ sllrin ReauaI supporters as a failure A hich
the incoluine administration %sOUld not repeat. (on

Cersels. mllan. Carter sutpporters belic~ed fie had erred
b\ resortliri to (orce at all and counterpioduti e hb•h-
co'st\ in A-\neriea i reponse to terron•sn.

7"he Problem

Wt', hato,' rh1'(t -r1( (1 'tc tr 1 0W1, tit' havesiilcl. Iia, i t

Ilnenu 's ' wedon't hai .•" r•t,siik\

Brian Jeinki,,.
Rand Corporation

Terrorism, like vuar. serveN political goals. Its man-
itestations range lroi-A the actions of revolut ionar\
groups and externall, sponsored organi/ations attempt-

ing to overthrow governments to enforce their rule.
"'State" terror by totalitarian governments to stifle
political dissent beyond their boundaries is. from the
point of view of U<S military response. indistinguishable
from nonstate terror. Our focus on the military response
to terrori.sin dictates criteria of location rather than
intent--where the act of state terror occurs rather than
the purpose which it was, intended to se -,.

Similarlk. the use of terror h\ internal political and
reli.ious groups to achieve their aims is a very real con-

cern to any American Government- abortion clinic
hombhings are a case in point -hut for constitutiontal rea-
son, this is a police rather than a miliiitar\ problem

O)ur suhject i,, not terror itselI. hut the use of mill-
tars' force b\ the t'nited States to counter terror: the
enlplovcnll•;l Anicerctan armed torcCs in a cOUnter-
terrorist role oxerscas. ' he probleinm includes the
planned terrorist action that never occurs: the threat of
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torce Occupies a part ot the spectrum (i polico
responses of terrorism, and the intimidating impact of
threatened action is extremely ditficult to judge. This
;emains true when the thrt.at succeeds al U-1oueh the ter-
rorist action is aborted. Almost by definition then. the
most successful applications of niilitary torce aeainst

terrorism can never be demonstrated or proved, onl\
inferred.

Clausewitz spent little time analN,,ing terror, for
the technology of his d'i militated against its practice
and terrorism wNas a minor part of the art of , ,, durinL
the aue in which hc mrote. Nevertheless. tile paradox of
the invisibility of success in the application of militar\
force against terrorism is a problourtdlv ('lausCe\it/iall
concept. the iron% of v hich (laose%% t1J himself \, ould
have richly appreciated.

"Transnational terrorism's preferred stage is the
\ orld's public inlormation media. The terrorist judges'

success largely by media attention and plants his opera-
tions accordingly. Why not judge him b\ his own crite-
ria? The terrorist action that fails to rise above a Oi, en
level of* media attention haN,. h\ tcrrorism's o\ n yard-
stick, failed.

Tracking incidents that exceed a given threshold of
media visibility must limit and distort any analysis. But
such a bias would be present in any event, and at least

the data will be consistent. The selection of incidents,
for analysis was made with reference to a standard

world news index. F-mi.%. on File. Any terrorist or coun-
terterrorist incident involving IUS armed foices or mili-
tary personnel reported in /-¢./. on Fih, was included if
the core data base. This ensured a relatisely consistent

level of detail covered. F[i.r on I-ile has a slight tend-
ency to give more coverage to events affecting LiS cit-
i/ens and interest: the bias is consistent. however. and
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is in line without emphasis on American military forces
and US government policy,

The importance to terrorist organizations of Ameri-
can media reaction as a measure-some would say the
measure-of the success or failure of their operations
further validates the approach.' The froth of English-
language signs which almost invariably caps foreign
street demonstrations supporting the anti-American
actions of terrorist groups verifies the importance of
American news to the agitators.

The Threat

Americ an.% don't wein to he able to g.rasp the p,,liti A

and lyWholo( y I ' terrori..sn and ho.%tat'c taking.
-- Vice Admirnd James Stockdale. UIS Nay\

28 May 1981

Terrorist actions against American citizens and interests
abroad fall into several broad functional categories:

Acts ai.,ainst s.e'le'td individuals. Assassination
and kidnapping, and the less media prominent blackmail
and other acts ot intimidation are common forms of ter-
rorism. Military advisers, observers, and attaches are

particularly targeted. Incidents in this category fre-
quently involve intelligence activities and espionage and

are hence removed from terrorism proper. The involve-
ment of US military is almost entirely through the
exposure of military individuals as targets- counter-
measures are essentially passive and involve such tech-
niques as variations in predictability of travel routes and

daily routines, the use of protective equipment. security

for automobiles, and so on. Because the perpetrator is
normally the agent of a hostile political entity acting in
pursuit of discernible political goals, active and aggres-
sive intelligence and counterintelligence procedures
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have significant potential for identifying probable tar-
gets and anticipating specific actions. Although this is a
legitimate military responsibilit., the ends and means
are not often addressed in the open press. Success or
failure is difficult to measure based on examination of
the public record, a decline in incidents is as likely to
represent a change in terrorist strategy as success in the
application of preventive measures.

The assassination of US Navy Captain George
Tsantes, Jr.. Naval Attache to Greece. on 15 November
1983 is an example of terrorist actions of this type.
Tsantes, shot at close range with a large-caliber pistol.

nmay have been murdered in tribute to his effectiveness
(he was fluent in Greek and \\as apparently highly
effective in his dealings with Greek authorities) or he
may have been killed in a purely symbolic act of anti-
American terror. 4 The assassination of Lieutenant Com-
mander Albert Schaufelberger in San Salvador on 25
May 1983 bore, at least superficially, the marks of a
terrorist action directed against a particular individual
selected for his military significance. Schaufelberger. a
Navy special warfare officer, was the second ranking
US military adviser to El Salvador at the time.' The
shooting of US Army Major Arthur D. Nicholson on 24
March 1985 while on an inspection tour of Soviet mili-
tary facilities in East Germany is an example of direct
involvement by hostile military personnel in terrorist
actions in this categoryv. Here, a uniformed officer pur-
suing his official duties was shot and killed by a Soviet
soldier. The motivation of the Soviet and East German
authorities in ordering Major Nicholson's death (if his
shooting was not, as Soviet authorities alleged. acciden-
tal-) may have been to warn other US military observers
to be less diligent, as a general message of intransigence
to the American government, as a means of eliminating
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a particularly %ell-qualified and capable individual, or.
more likely, as a combination of all of these. The only
defense against acts of this sort is preventie anticipa-
tion through active and effective intelligence-gather-
ing-although even that is frequently impossible.

Svmholic •ucts ag!ainst individuals. Terror used
against an individual, symbolizing the United States, is
usually employed to bring pressure or discredit on the
Government. The action against the individual is a
means to an end rather than an end itself. This is a par-
ticularly difficult kind of terrorism to anticipate since
the linkage between the victim's identity and hostile

policy objectives is tenuous. Prominent individuals are
clearly more at risk. but this is usually due to their sym-
bolic importance rather than any functional threat which
they pose to the terrorist organization. As wxith the pre-
vious category. direct involvemcnt of military personnel
except as targcets is rare.

The d"'iculties posed by the employment of uni-
formed US personnel on foreign soil in the absence of a
state of declared war has generally' precluded exercising
military firce to secure the release of victims. The mili-
tary response to this categor\ of terrorist actions is
therefore primarily one of individual training and prepa-
ration, more a matter of philosophy than of force
employment.

The kidnapping of Army Brigadier General James
L. Dozier by Italian Red Brigades terrorists is an exam-

pie of military involvcment in this type of terrorist
action. Dozier's exemplary conduct in captivity, par-
ticularly in his adherence to the Code of Conduct. mini-
mizcd the damage to US interests. SwAift and efficient
work of Italian intelligence and counterlerrorist agencies

not only secured Dozier's release but wrought consider-
able damage on the Red Brigades and their support



- I I |~ ~ -.•II I

122 John F. (Guilnurtin, Jr.

infrastructure. The Red Brigades made an earlier,
unsuccessful, attempt on a US Air Force general, only
to have his apartment door slammed in their faces by his
wife. These incidents highlight the importance of imbu-
ing military personnel and their families with the realit,,

of terrorist actions and the efficacy of commnion sense in
countering them.

Symbolic acts against groups. As with symbolic
acts against individuals, the terrorist is only marginally
concerned with the identity of the target group. Terrorist
actions in this category include aircraft hijackings and
the seizure of government buildings to secure hostages.
Here, direct military intervention has a potentially
important role. The terrorist seeks concessions from the
target government by threatening deadly violen, e
against his hostages. The use of military and paramili-
tarv units to secure their release by forcible means is an
attractive alternative, though difficult to implement.

Although good intelligence can reduce vul-
nerability to terrorism of this kind, the disjuncture of
target and objective limits its value. In effect. all Amer-
ican citizens abroad are at risk and the difficulty in iden-
tifying targets in time to take preventive action is

immense. This spectacular Israeli success at Entebbe in
July of 1976 and West German success at Mogadishu in
June of 1977 established a high standard of performance
against which subsequent hostage rescue attempts have
been measured.' Media expectatio:.. of what elite mili-
tary or paramilitary forces can accomplish place enor-
mous pressures to achieve comparable results on public
officials and the military units involved.

Acts of destruction against specific targets.
Embassy bombings are the most visible terrorist action
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in this category. The close connection between target
and political ohiectives and the high level of organiza-
tion and force required place a premium on intelligence
efforts to predict attack. Military involvement, though
defensive, is direct: US Marine embassy guards are usu-
ally the final line of defense. The success of suicide
truck bombers has highlighted our difficulty in for-
mulating an effective military response to this categorv
of terrorist threat.

Militar' Methods and Tactics

jThe i.axitnittin use IIIo0rce i.% in tit) waY finlonpatih/be

with the siniultaneous usE 0/ the imellehc.
-- Oauscv, it/

Excluding the use of military personnel in an advisory
capacity within areas of US civil jurisdiction.' military
force and military forces may be used to counter terror-
ism in a number ot basic ways.

Intelligence. Intelligence work is perhaps the most
basic weapon of all, and one which is essential to the
effective employment of other means. A military officer
actively engaged in counterterrorist planning put it in
these terms: 'The problem is ninety percent intel-
ligence. maybe ninety-seven percent.-"' In this connec-
tion. whatever the relationship between military
intelli-ence resources and those of civilian agencies.
any counterterrorist deployment or employment of m ilf-
tarv forces must be supported by a military intelligence
analytical capability and. if possible, a militarily con-

trolled collection capability. The use of intelligence in
support of military operations is a special art, especially
in support of the offensive application of counterterror-
ism.



/24 John ' i F. (hihllm)rf, ./I

"The commander of a counterterrorist force must be
supported by an intelligence staff which understands the
problems confronting him and speaks his language. The
operational intelligence staff must he capable of inter-
preting. in practical military terms. information made
available from a wide variety of sources. Nor should the
officers and NCOs involved be narrow& specialists in tac-
tical intelligence: they must be sensitive to the intel-
ligence they do not have. This requires a broad
backgrc:nd in the psychology and culture of the enemy
and the population in the operational area.

The pertinent sort of intelligence is manpox, er-
imensive. and people are expensive. First-class intel-
ligence personnel take .ears to develop, particularl,
when knowledge of foreign languages and cultures is
involved. I The application of militar\ force must be
undergirded by imaginative and exhaustive anal\sis of
target data: planning for raids imust consider anticipated
conditions during ingress. egress. and recover,, and an
assessment of the human element of friendly and enemy
capabilities-all in addition to traditional order of battle
analysis. Such factors as topography, moon phase and
tidal state. meteorological conditions, and gross
behavioral data such as traffic densities on particular
roads can be vital. UnfOrtunatelv. history suggests this
is an easy area in which to cut corners-but the penal-
ties for such corner-cutting can be exceedingly high. 2

Pas.vive count('tnea.ure.s. Closely linked to intel-
ligence are such common -sense precautions as instruct-
ing military personnel not to travel in uniform and the

construction of barricades around embassies and Gov-
ernment buildings. The Code of Conduct has direct
applicability to terror hostage situations. " and its value
in preconditioning individual response to unexpected
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situations should not be underestimated. The most ha•ic
countermeasure of all is instructing militar, personnel in
the nature of the terrorist threat and training them in
how to respond: the terrorist works on surprise and there
is value in anything which enables triendl\ torces, to
anticipate terrorist actions. The traditional focus of our
military forces on conventional conflict. reinforced hb
powerful cultural factors. has made us slovw to respond
in this area.

The Engagement:

An Analytical Overview

If you stav in the Garden of Fhower.. v'ou iill nlle/f
flowers: if %o0 sNtaV in tit' Garden of Bodh. \ou it/
smell fire.

-Abdul A/i/ Muhammad.
Mullah. Kuwait. Shiite
July 1985

It is virtualh- impossible to defend ant'ninst if tifl driver
is prepared to conmit sfuicithe.

-- Lawrence S. Eaglcbcrgcr.
t!ndersecrctarN of State Ior

Political Affairs
28 June 1983

The following is an analysis of the US military engage-
ment with terrorism during the Reagan presidenct to
date. It was developed through examination of the pub-
lic record. Inasmuch as the record on which the analvsis
is based is incomplete, it is tentative.

One may be winning the war in the shadows, but--
at least to a freely elected democratic government-that
victory becomes irrelevant if the war in the headlines is
lost. Here, we are dealing explicitly with a war in which
the enemy's objective is headlines, radio broadcast, and

television newscast notice.
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The US engagement with terrorism in Latin
America is of very different character from that in the
Middle East and the reasons are clearly cultural. Our
engagements with terrorism in Europe and the Far East
have their own disiintiie flavors as well, and the roots
of the differences go far deeper than the efficienc\ of
European and Asian counterterrorist operations. There
is a world of difference between a Salvadorean Com-
munist assassination operation and an Islamic Jihad
truck-bomb attack, a similar gulf exists between the
collection. analysis, and exploitation of intelligence on
the Italian Red Brigades and on the Popular Front for
the Liberation of Palestine.

The terrorist dictates the battleground and deter-
mines the nature of combat. To assess terrorist opera-
tions, even on a narrowly technical. military level
requires frequent reference to political and cultural con-
siderations.

The US military engagements with terrorism fall
into surprisinglv clear-cut categories. Besides the con-
test between truck bomber and security countermeasure.
they are

ASSASSINATION ANt) INI)IVI. AL. KIt)NAPPIN(iS.

American military and Government personnel abroad
cannot be hermetically sealed in bombproof vaults and
bulletproof vests, safe against assault. without destroy-
ing their effectiveness. "4 The principal military response
is individual training and indoctrination. Here we have
done reasonably well. While the prime responsibility is
in the hands of the military service, not the administra-
tion in power. failure casts blame on the political lead-
ership. and rightly so. No news is good news.

SYMBOLIC B(3MBINGS. Whether due to improve-
ments in passive countermeasures at US overseas
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installations, the efficiency of counterterrorist agencies.
or lack of hostile interest in this -ateeor\ ot action.

"symbolic- bombing, of US military installations have
been a relatively minor problem during the Reagan

administration. The problem is much like. that posed h,,
the first category of terrorist action: indeed on at le;'q
one occasion the two were combined. The onhN real
counter is heightened awareness on the pail of US mili-
tary personnel and improved coordination with security
agencies in host countries.

SEA MINING AND AERIAi '.-U.cKs Although we do
not ordinarily associate transnational terrorism \ ith

I antishipping mines and air attack. Muammar Qaddati
and Ruhollah Khomeini clearly do." A series of mining
attacks in the Red Sea during the summer of 1984 .,as
attributed to Libya. though the connection Aas never
proven. Nor was the threat limited to con~entional
attack: in the wake of the Beirut Marine barracks bomb-
ing there were persistent press reports of light aircraft
purchases by terrorists for suicide attacks.

Here, also a surprise, we have been remarkably
effective. Threats that suicide attacks bv light aircraft
were to be directed against US ships in the Mediterra-
nean followed Navy shelling of shore targets in
Lebanon. The Navy countered the suicide aircraft threat
by deploying -Stinger- shoulder-held antiaircraft mis-
siles to the Mediterranean and the threat never mate-
rialized.1 • A propos the high-performance threat, the
Boeing E-3A Sentry is a remarkable instrument which
we have used with considerable effect. In February of

1983 and again in March of 1984 E-3As were dis-
patched to assist in the defense of Sudanese airspace
against Libyan-based intruders. Both here. and in deter-
ring attack on Saudi Arabia. they were effective."' The

L ao •II I~I
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fact [hat it augnments the eftectixeness of triendl\ air
lorceN. rather than acting as a direct instrument of US
militarx force, has re-duced it,, media irsibllit\ and mai-
nified its ,trategic impact. A disembodied and unarmed

aerial platform orbiting 30.OO( feet overhead is hardly a
credible target for local anti-US demonstrators. Our suc-
cess in countering terrorist mining operations Aas moire
equivocal. hut it is noteworthy that such operatio.,,. eax
not recurred at this writing. We are at our best in high-
technology contest, and ha',e done %ell here.

HIJACKIN;S. Our concern goes beyond direct ter-
Smrorist attack on military personnel to encompass all

major hqiackings affezting I S citizens. The use of mili-
tary force to secure the release of hostaces is an
omnipresent possibility, one which some of the Ameri-
can news media eagerly anticipate and implicitly
demand. The absence of military action to secure the
release of hostages can be a major political embarrass-
ment. While hijackingrs and hostage seizures have pre-
sented the Reagan administration with some difficult
challenges. the visibility of military action in this area
has been low. Consequently. the Reagan administration
has suffered little political damage from hostage-holding
terrorists (the contrast with the Carter administration is

stark), and it is impossible to draw any conclusions
about military capacity. We may have effectively
encouraged the early, nonviolent, resolution of one or
more hostage situations through threatened military
action, then again we may not. the public record simply
does not make clear which.

There have. however, been a lef suggestive glim-
mers: press reports asserted that US Army Delta Force
operatives provided Venehutlan security forces with
information from advanced infrared cameras, which
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enabled them to storm a hilacked V\cnelulan .nri ilcrn
Curacao airport on 31 Julý 1984. killing to hilackcrs
and releasing 79 hota,-e,, unharmed."' Senior L'S Arim.
otficers were ,aid to have accompanied Lg\ ptian
commandos to Malta prior to their a,,sault on the
hijacked Egyptian airliner on 24 November 1985 and to
have provided '*technical adice."'I

SulICIE bOMBIN(S. Spectacular success in truck
bombing attacks on US embassies, and particularly on
the Marine Barracks in Beirut, has given transnational
terrorism its greatest victories during the Reagan admin-
istration. It is also here that our response is weakest.
Analysis of these attacks suggests that we have consist-
ently misidentified the central issue of pro\ iding
security to potential target installations as a technical
rather than a human problem. Public debate has focused
on considerations such as the number and placement of
chlic.kpoints. barriers, and barricades. This orientation is
unproductive. The solution ultimately depends on
security personnel who are trained to shoot to kill, who
have the authority to do so and the training and judg-
ment to know when. Tentative conclusions from anal-
ysis of the 20 September 1984 Beirut Embassy Annex
bombing are particularly instructive in this regard.--
Despite heightened awareness arising from previous
such atta,:ks. the truck bomber successfully breached all
US security precautions. he was stopped only by the
British Ambassador's bodvyuards--the British
bodyguards trained to shoot to kill, did so without hesi-
tation when the occasion demanded.-' Whether or not

we have learned this lesson remains to be seen We can
take only limited comfort from the fact that there have
been no major suicide bombing successes since the
Beirut Embassy Annex bombing,.
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One aspect ot this categor. of terrorist action.
ho~ke'er. offers limited cause tor optinmisin. In
recarding as commonplace the skills necessarN to dri\e
a truck or car. we Americans, locus on the fanatical ded-
ication recuired to mount such an attack. o\erlookine
the considerable technical skill wshich is also required.
This is an indispensable ingredient of success, as even
pertunctory analysis of the major car bomni nc altack,,
clearly showss. The Marine Barracks and lmbas,,
Annex attacks displayed a particularly imnpressi\e level
ot sophistication in planninig and skill in execution. [he
Embassy Annex attacker displa\ed a high level of situa-
tional awareness and tactical skill in the manner in
which he passed the final Phalangist checkpoint. Hils-
tory suggest:, that the number of indixiduals in any
society wxho possess the dedication and the technical
skills needed to pull off a successful suicide bombing

attack is very small. The initial Japanese kamikaze
attacks in WWII were mounted h\ experienced fighter
piiots who became frustrated %\ ith the lack of success of
the inexperienced bomber crews the\ \%ere escorting.

these experienced aviators achieved an incredible suc-
cess rate: the first five kamikae attackers got at least
four hits. These not only hit aircraft carriers (the pre-
terred target) but hit the carriers' aircraft elevators-the
spot calculated to cripple the carrier*, operation most."4

SAFAtCKS WHICH (tt) NOT (O'tCUR. The categories of
terrorist attack which did not emerge from the data were
in some ways more notex~orthy than those which did

The lack of visible military engagement with North
Korean terrorist squads merits our attention, as does the
surprisingly low level of terrorist engagement with US
interests in the Far East and Africa. Another significant
nonevent was the uneventful course of the 1984 Los



,Angeles Sunmner ()lmnipic iarnes. Though %' siblc mli-
lar\ in•ol Veliie]t in Counterterrorist preclaUtions \,\d
peripheral to the securit\ etfort CoordinUaLed M\ the Io",

Angeles Police Department and the [131. the high % i,,-
ibilitN ofl the games as a potential terrorist tarlet nade
the evident success of counterterrorit lmeaures par-
ticularl-, graltifying. "

Sl-,Io t- i-oWR('t. In 1986 US naval forces cneaucd

Libyan forces in the Gult of Sidra frankl, to punish the
Qaddafi regime for its support of terorism.'" In a series
of actions which produced remarkably one-sided
damage for the sime and power of the forces invol,,ed.
US naval forces were engaged by Soiet-supphled
Libyan SA-5 lonu-range surface-to-air missiles and
patrol boats. The US forces \%ere reported to havc sunk
three patrol boats and put in tvwo antiradiation missile
attacks against SA-5 radar installations.

The effectiveness of this type of response remains
to he seen. ('ertainly. it does not vet appear to have had
a significant adverse impact on Qaddafi's popularity in
Libya. Already highly sensitive to assassination threats
betore the US show of force, he remains so. Similarl.
the t1exing of military muscle produced unaccustomed
bipartisan congressional support and a surge in public
approval for President Reagan.

(GENERAL R-FAL.ATItN. The Navy's 4 December
1983 raid on Syrian positions in Lebanon and the New I
Jc'rsev'" 16-inch guns pounding Syrian positions (or so
it was hoped) in the Shouf Mountains have produced
generally disappointing results. Sonic commentators
argued. with justification, that these actions were coun-
terproductive. The Reagan administration's evident
abandonment of this category of response is perhaps
significant.
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rea tt o aa ntpinpointed obaý cci \e a lebe
highl\ effecti c Vihe biint\iiipro\ Ised tri
doss n of the AhlcLaiiro hijack ers in Sjý:ij aUn~de-

niabl\ a high point of t\ lcriea*\ mniitar\ en~aeaeniit
%kith transnational terrorism. Not onl\ did it prodUk.C
almfost unif'ormly positive media react ion, It has, st.rICl\
caused problems of moralhe and motivatfional lete--
rorist cadres. Retaliation b\ capture 0' the perpetrator Is,
a lantcuace universally understood in the Middle Fast.
and even it' Moharnmed Abbas Zaida succeeded in
evading, American and Italian criminal prosecution. his
aura of' invulnerabilit\ "as badly tarnished.- The tech-
nical skills and tactical judgment of' (SS Saruaoia'os air
wking, and ship's company (and those of the faceless staff
persu-inel who conceived and sold the plan) turned
Ronald Reaean's fury over the murder of' a \kheelchair-
bound American tourist from impotent seethi ngs ito
manifest meting out of ILuSt punishment.

The down side of the incident is the Inmage of ('a-
rabinieri and SEALS. armed to thle teeth and oin a hair

fr er on front inc one ainother across, thle Si oneil a
airbýase ramip wkhile their superiors, debated ý\ith one

another and their political superiors in WVashin eton and
Rome is ,ucN wkhich in i cht haxe been dealt wkith In
ad vance or defegated dO\nwvard for resoflut ion onl the
spot. The general impression is that US operational
planning, aind airmanship wýere brilliant, but that political
sLuavit\ at the point of* contact wkas (to put it eharitablN
lacking at the senior line officers present.

U.n ited States mi Iitars forces have an imipressive
capacit\ for improv-isation in the area of apph\ing, con-
ventional force,, to unconventional operations. While
the Navy, has, enjo'~ed the most dramatic success in this
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area, the counterterrorist use of' USAF 'Sentr-
A\\'ACS aircrath mnerits t'avorable comment a, N~elI.

Host,-\;t: RfLSct [ RAIDS. TOO much should not be
made of' our f'ailure to duplicate Entebbe (or Mogadishu
these %vere f'iendishly difficult operations which suc-
ceeded in no small measure because the\ embodied tac-
tics which had never been tried bef'ore and hence took
the terrorists by, surprise.> More III the Point %Aould be
some concrete diemonst ration that we have assimilated
the lessons of' the abortive Iranian rescue attemrpt andi
taken measures to prevent recurrence of' the command

and leadership problems \which led to its failure. The

author sees no evidence that swe have done so.

Conclusion

Wi'' vi' .1ol thw S lpcl. het We r' Nplatingit~ in I/it handls
i,/ a bear.

-Colonel August G. Jannerone. UiSAF-
L'S Air 1-orce Memnber

D)epartment of State Senior Seminar
31 March 1996

Evaluating the success or f'ailure of" an American presi-
dential administration in its military engagemnent w~ith
terrorisnm by tracking the high points of' the struggle
through news mnedia reports--by definition themselves
terrorist victories-eive~s a distorted picture. Much oft
the war aains tro es on out of- mredia \ ie\s\ this is

particularly true of' success.
In two areas there can be little doubts. First. Rea-

uan takes, terrorism seriously , and that seriouIsneSS is
show~n by, more than words. Under the Reagan admin-
istration. the number of- troops dedicated to special
operations. whose roles, and missions include Counter-
terrorism, has increased fromi 10,0W tt) to15.0(H)( and the
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money budgeted for our special operations capability
was increased to $1.2 billion fro)n $1 billion from 1985
to 1986.2" Second, Ronald Reagan and his administra-
tion understand the language of the news media verN
well indeed. Whatever success they' may have had in the
war of shadows, transnational terrorists have found in
Reagan a formidable opponent in the war of headlines.
Whatever weaknesses he may have shown in under-
standing the complex roots of terrorist motivations have
been more than compensated for in his confident grasp
of America's values, aspirations, and hopes and fears.

The record suggests that the Reagan administration
should be given high marks t-ir recogniziing the essential
nature of terrorism, for taking it seriously, and for being
decisive when military action was taken. Conversely.
this decisiveness has not. in the author's view. always
been backed by a sound appreciation of the operational
factors involved in the application of force, nor have
our military forces always shown a high level of compe-
tence in turning it into action.

Our weakness in planning is most apparent where
local political and cultural considerations are a major
factor, as they almost always are. and where we as a
nation do not understand them. as we almost always do
not. The commitment of US Marines in an attempt to
stabilize the tangled politics of Lebanon. exposing them
to terrorist attack in the process. is the most pointed
demonstration of this weakness. However. the Reagan
administration is hardly unique among Presidential
administrations in its difficulties in comprehending the
Middle East and that the problem is at least as much

military as political. When the Marines went into
Beirut. more than one cynical old soldier of the author's
acquaintance commented that we were putting in just
enough troops to get us into trouble and not enough to
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vet us out of it. Here we are dealing with a military
advisory responsibility of the most basic kind. In this
context. the points made earlier concerning the pivotal
importance of military intelligence in the struggle
against transnational terrorism strike home wkith particu-
lar force.

Another factor which gives cause for concern is the
lack of any evidence that the inter-service rivalries
which contributed to the Iranian rescue fiasco of April
1980 have abated, let alone been brought under con-
trol. •' There is little doubt that the military units which
compose the cutting edge of our counterterrorist rn! ling
capability are very sharp. While the author can offer
nothing beyond educated speculation seasoned with a
degree of military experience. this comment was par-
ticularly prompted by the Navy's SEAL capability and
USAF special operations deployment assets- the lack of
public visibility of the Army's Delta Force-if that is in
fact its name-is also an encouraging sign.

But while the individual components of our coun-
terterrorist order of battle apparently have extremely
higzh standards of competence. how their employment
might be planned. by whom, and according to what cri-
teria remain very much in question. Despite profession-
alism at the raiding team level, the manner of the team's
deployment is wanting. Evidence that the Army is com-
mitting significant resources in an attempt to duplicate a
ong-range air-refuelable helicopter capability-which
the Air Force perfected over a decade and a half ago-is
cause for alarm. Too many cooks spoil the broth. In
addition, the author doubts whether the Army fully
appreciates the immense planning and logistical dif-
ferences between sustained long-range air refuelable
helicopter operations and the simple use of air refueling
to extend tactical radius of action."
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The most basic concern, however. is the lack of
compatibilit,, of the US military officer promotion s,
tern" with the requirements of special operation, in
general and counterterrorist operations in particular.
The transnational terrorist is a wily opponent and long
tenure is required to develop the requisite skills to coni-
bat him. " Certainly. the terrorist organi/ations which
conduct attacks on American citi/ens and propert. tak.
full advantage of the hard-"on experience of their
operatives and do not routinely rotate them into assign-
ments in-say--personnel administration or public
affairs for career broadening. The military personnel
s. stem, particularly the officer promotion system. is a
weak link, in this analyst's view, in our military
response to terrorism.

In sum. the Reagan administration's visible use of
military force to counter terrorism has been reasonably
effective. Problems which appeared early have not
resurfaced, and in some areas we have done well. But
any long-term solution rests on a fundamental reform of
the military instrument, and there is no evidence that the
Reagan administration has seriously considered this.
Clearly. the services themselves have not. Our ability to
conduct a long-range hostage rescue seems little
improved over that which prevailed during the Carter
presidency, additional infusions of funds notwithstand-
ing. The problem is fundamentally a human one of lead-
ership and training. and until our defense establishment
appreciates and learns to exploit this. we are at risk.

Notes

I . See Mtajir William R. Farrell. IUS Xir Force. "Military

In olvement in )omnestic terror Incidents." Nava/ War (C'he'e"
Reviitw. Jul. August 1981. pp. 53-60. cpcciallv pp. 55 56:



7errori.sin.Pdi: ta I',/j 0 ivio//'i a' ,nd Ablarx Re ~ on '

Constitutional and statutory la"s ses rerl' restricts the use oft niilitatrv
forces in domestic situations, principalls through litle 1IX, Section
1385. of the US Code. %%hich prohibit,, the use of the Arm% and .. ir
Force as a IYONss ont 001tuMS force: that is it aid ci% it aut hori ties tit
enforcing the la%% Stemming front 18X78 lecislation affeching onlls
the Army,. the act vias expanded ito include the Air Force in I1'IS:
though the applicability of po.sse (oinitatict ito the NasN and Marine
Corps %&as a matter of dehate. the Secretar-% of the Na% % applied the
doctrine by directive in 1974. [he degree to %%hich the doctrine
affects the Coast Guard in time of peace is unclear.

2. 1 have excluded the use of paramilitar\1 forces b\ agenicies
otzher than the armed servikcs. I have also om1itted con1sideration oti

terrorist groups aidocating national independence for Puerto Ric~o
While these groups, hase embraced the assassination ot L;S militars
f._'rsonnel as a tactic, their suppression is priMarl- a Police and FBIl
problem rather dhan a militar\ one.

3. F-or an extreme cxprcssion ol this \ies point ss hich implies
active, if unwiittinv. media abettance of terrorsmi. see L~rnest
Lefev re, Ret olutionariI'n 1'ioi wi amnd I S I'o hi \ W\ ash in ion. DC
Ethics and Public Piilicv, ('enter. 1 983. '1he terrorist niooenienit
receives considerable ai d fromt the Wkestern media. sk hich prox idc
the visibility that terriirists thrivec on. Some terrorist act, are
tinted to get mnaximumn IV \o c'ra~e via sattellite .. Revretiahl\.
the media revel in %iiile nec and brutalitt\ and they\ tend to rotmanti -
cite the terrorist.-"

4. ''US Attache Killed in Athens,'" Woaýhinitoni 1o it. 1 6
November 1983, p. 1.

5. "US Advisor Slain in Salsvadior." Lontc Ii/a,,dXe'i osdi 20 2
May 1983. p 6.

6. f~actis ion file' 54. no. 3214 (29 March 19855: 2221-3.
7. The Soviet apparatus cnjoved considerable success in por.

tra) ing Mator Ncosn actions in a sinister lgtior cxamiplc.
the wAidespread repetition in 1)S media repoirts of Soviet statements

wiheniphasited the fact that be vkas wiearing camouflage fatigues:
few American papers bothered to note that tnis ss as the standard dut%
uniform) and to o~bscure the fact that the inspection visit during
\Ahich he was shot Asas guaranteed by Soviet-US agreement. The
refusal of' Soviet authorities tin the spot to permit Ma ' or Nicholson's
NCO ito give hint first aid suggests premeditation ats \&cll.

8. For a summarN of such actions. Richard Halloran and David
K. Shipler (New York Time.%)-errorism: A War of Shadows%.''
Houvtont Chronicle. I December 1985. p. 30,



9. For example. special Forces troopers hate been used b% the
Nuclear Rcgulatorý Agenes it) eisaluate the securits tit nuclear power
plants against terrorist attack. according to M1atthew 1.,N Waid.
"Green Berets Check Nuclear Plants.' Net% liork IlopwN, 12 Sep

temher 1983. p. 1.
10. Personal cOllt"municatitilli ito the authorl). 14 \1ar,,h 1980.

I I The provisions of' DOPMA. the D~efense Otfficer Program
Matnagement Act, as mandated ht, ( ngrcs.- and interpreted Is, the
uniformed services. militate% ai!ainst the long-tern, staihilitt, essential
to effectiveness. [he insistence of the Annm and Air Force, In par-
ticular, oin selecting offieers for promnotion on a "best qualified"
basis combines with -whole man" evaluation criteria and the up-or
out system to preclude sustained servrice in a single career field. ['he
officer who insists on remaininiz in intellience runs the serious risk
of finding himself on the street w ithout retirement benefits after a
13- 'o, !5 ycar

12. Consider. tor example. oine critical detail atitong the nianx
olerlooked in planniny the Iranian rescue attempt. The final chain ot
events which culminated in disaster was initiated b,. an unanticipated
low-altitude s isibilitix restriction ito night tl'ing. The phenomenon in
question was well known to airerews w~ith operational experience in
the area, some of %khom were readil% accessible ito US intelligence.

13. [he Code ofl Conduct is a list of si\ articles, established hi,
Presidential order, to be followed b\ uniformed mititar\ personnel in
the event that the, become prisoners of- war. ()rii.inallx devecloped inl
response to the poor behav.ior of' some U.S prisoners, in (Chinese cap-
tivitv durins.e the Korean conflict, the ('ode of (Conduct wa, validated
b), the experience of our POWs in Vietnam. D~espite some probleiis
with overl% rigfid interpretation, the x erw he Iining maj orit\ ot1 out
former North Vietnami PoWs stroniglN support the ('ode oft Conduct
and oppose attempts to weaken it.

14. For exanmple. Stevre Robinson and J, Ross Oiaughtmati.
"'Under Fire in El Salvador.'" l-if 4. no. 6 June 1981 . and RIs id
Friend. " Embassy; on the Front L~ine of Terror: In Kuwait. US D~ip-

lomnats Vake a Crash ('ourse in Self-Defense.' /,it, X. no. I3 I
(December 1995t: 13W8-6.

15. In a 9 August 1995 bionb attack onl Rhein-Main Air Force
Base. Germani, .access to the installation w as gained h\ mecans oti
documents taken from an Army Sp~-4 who was kidnapped and mur
dered, according to Allen (itwan. 'Blast Kills 2 ai LIS Air Base in
W . Germany'.'' MIMIo. Morni~ng New.,. 9 August 1 985. p. 1
Williant Iro/diak. "(Car Bombings. Slay.ing Tied.'' ahi~o
PowI. 14 August 1985. p. 17.



10. l,'xon hil,1~ 44. no 21-80 127 Jul%~ 19841 5-42: no, -281
03 August 19h41: 560: no- 22-73 19 June 198-41: 402.

17. ''Terrorists Said ito Get A ircraft it) H it Marines. Bl/ohon,'e
Stil. 21I January 1984: there were reports~ of' highly miancu'.erable
Girumoman F- 33 trainers, being 'obtained by groups in Lebhanoni.

18. Michael Cietler. '-U.S. Moves it) Avert Kainika/c All
Attacksý'' Wioshingioni1,, Po' 21I January i%)?4. p. 1

19. Fact.% on t de 44, no. 2262 (23 March 1984 1 197.
20. Eoet-r onl tult, 4-4. no, 2-28 1 3 AUL'UNtI li4): 2ifU \liles,

l~atharn. ''Camneras Doomn Sk\ Pirates.' New 1,ork Pml'. 4 Aug-ust
19K4. 4.

21. 'The same reports said that the services ot Delta Force were
offered but refused. hmioi on file, 45. no. 2141) 129 November
19X5): 881-2: L-oren Jenkins. ' UIS Officers Gave Support in Raid
on Jet.' Wo.mitingio Phiowf. 25 Nii emnbcr 1985, p. 11 ~221. An e.xplosive-laden Chevrolet "Bla/er'' station wag~on flaS-
icated concrete barriers and small arms tire before detonating, iii
tront of the LIS Ermbass\ Annex in the Beirut suburb of Aukar at
1144 hours. 2(0 September 1984, lea' ing at 15-toot crater. The jecld
of the bomb was estimiated at 400) pounds ol FN I equi'ý alent.
D~amage ito the building w as hea\ N and early estimate, of a death toll
of eight. including the drer of the \chicle, wNere later raised to -23.
I' S Ambassador Rei~inald Bartholomewk and British Ambassador
David Meirs. who was Nsiting \&hen the attack occurred. w\ere
slightly wp~ounded: see f mo, r on f ile 44. no. 1228 121 September
I 984): 685-0. Robert Fisk. ''23 Killed in Beirut Blast."''nm
i',e v. 21I September 19S4.

U'sing false Dutch diplomlatic plates. the vehicle passed guards
at a Phalanctist checkpoint near the annex. by a ruse before n4'otiat-
tie conCrete barricade,, on the access road, see -VIS Beirut Embassv,
Bombed.- Philadelpihia Inquirer. 21 September I 1984. p. 1. Early
reports that the driver had exchanged l ire Awith guards w ere later dis
counted: however. the Phalanegists began shooting and alerted

securits forces nearer the annex. who also opened fire Fthe British
Amnbassador's bodvguards. posted atl the front iif the building-.I
engaged the vehicle with subhiachiregun fire and were credited by.
imost observers with shooting the tires out and probabl% killitig the
drmer: see Charles 1P. Wi~allace. ''Path of Suicide Bomber Pieced
locether in Beirut.'' Jin~ Ance/e'' time.%. 22 September 1984. p. I
the vehicle swerved Into at parked car and detonated short o1 the

butldingz. 'The Embassy Security Chicl rushed out the front ol thle
building (in hearing gunfire and wats blown 20) yards into the snack



bar. thoug~h not fatally injured. Had the driser succeeded in reaching_
his apparent target. the underground parking garage beneath the
Annex. the bombh would almost surely bave collapsed (the building,
catisifit. Jar more casualties.

23. 'I'hkouih %%e cannot be certain Aho shot out the truck's tire,
and killed the driver. it is unlikely that either %%ould have happened
had the British ambassadornil NxdKi.uards not been present and- a
miore subtle hut equally important point-posted at the point ofitima-

imium danger.
2-4. At the Battle olt Levte Gull in late October 195 hr is

es dence that the fifth attacker hit a carrier previo~usl\ struck b% one
oft the other t~our.

2i. In 198.i4. sevecral %teeks before the 23rd Summer Gaimes
%%ere scheduled to becgin, oin 10) andi I Julh the gowmrnientrs of Mai
la~ sia. Sinig.apore. Sri Lanka. South Korea. Ziinbhib e. and China
aeknot.%ledged the receipt i t death thrreats to their Oh nipic athletesI Ih~e threats s1 crc cointai ned in letters miai led trontn \irginia. purport
ingý to be the %%ork oit the Ku Klu\ Klan. Otn the I 1th. State D~epart-
iiictit Spokesman Alan Roinberg pointed out peculiairities in the
s\ ntait and gramniar kit the threat letters s' hich indicated that their
authors Acerc not natie Einglish speakers: the letters bore, he said.

all the d.:->~ ' iisinlorma~tion eunipaigt "' [he f~iohmnim
Poi~' reported that the D~epartmient ot D eftense had spent! S3~5 million
on securitN for the gaines. inclIuding the loanitit 77 heclicopters Joti
strirscillance and imedical csaeuatiiun; see I- iiiu on tilt, 44. no. 218,
117 August 1 983. [he oarines opened as scheduled on 29 .lul\ and
cliised uneventful]s ott 12 Aug-ust. [ he closest thin, ito a terririst
incident reported during the gamnes itsolved a Los Angeles Poilite
D epartment ioffi cer w.hio c tite ssed tot planting a bombh on a bus so
that he could take credit tior disartming it andi be a ' hero) i see [tat t%
on Ft/it 44. ni. 2283 117 August 1984).

26. Williamn L. ('hate. 'O.K . MAuaminar. Your Io S '

Nett, \ond Wtrld Rieport. 7 April 1980. pp. 22 25.
27. In The cayJ) niormnin hours ofb 10 October 1985. Lgv rptian

president Hosni Mubarak announced that the Palestinian hijackers otf
the Italian cruise ship A, Iolle !.ourui. \ho had murdered I'S citi/en I
Leion Klin.holer. and then surrendered to hg~ptian authorities. had
departed Egypt. In reality . the tour gunmen. joined by Mohammued
Abbas Zaida. later identified hy [S intelligence as, their opiera iuinal
cuinitander. %4erc still in Lgspt. I'he\ had been provided s\ ith an
I-gypi Boeing 737 at Al Maza airfield northeast of' Cairo \k ith plans
for an early evening departure. American intelliigence becamne awkare
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of this situation and plans, %kcre initiated. apparcntls A ithin the
National Security Council, to intercept the aircraft and force if doNn
at a location "&here the hijackers could he taken into US custodN

When the Egzsptian airliner took otit. tiled for Algiers. I rS
lorces acquired the aircraft on radar aind miaintained track. In hei
meantime. USl diplomatic initiatis e' Aere undeir\%a \as ~ih lunisian
and Greek authorities to Lten the airy [alt laiidiic ut- s A~t2 3
hours a tI'S nas carrier-based F-.;A -HiA kese radar tt amine and
surseillance aircraft directed an intercept ott Crete b,, a1 ormalionl ot
F 14 Formcat lighters front 1.55 Sarwmoa. According ito suhsequcntt
press reports. ant acconipan~ inc NaN EA .68 electronic s% arlare air
craft successfully jatiund attemnpts bx. the Lp>ptian flight crcsk to
radio E2ýptian authorities, leaving the Fgesptian captain vo th no
ajlternatice but to fOllo\N orders front the I'S fighters and land at the
joint US Italian NATO> airbase at Sigonella. Sicils -h e gpta

aircraft vxas closely folloImed on laniding bs tso S'SC- 14N he'aring.
according to press reports. SEAL [c amn Si. 'lo preserv.e securit%
It 'I ian officials \%ere not infornici f *he plan unt:il the F,'gqpt dn dit
liner and its escort %%ere in Italian airspace. A short. uneasy standotff
bet~kecn SEALs and carahinieri took place on the g!round at
Sitonelta w4hile Italian aiid American authorities debated questions
of national soverewic'tN and jurisdict ion. Amecrican authorities
yielded custods, of the Palestinians ito the Italian Gmoerninent on the
understandinir that the hijacker,. Iiuld he tried for murder. see John
Wkalcott. [(etin\Fen: Hkm Amterica D~id It." Xen'cineck. 21

Octiober 1985. pp. 2Y 2'!. Gecorge Russell. -*1'he US Sends a Ncs-
sate.- Time'. 21 October 1995, pp. 2122').

28. For at concise oservicIA . see Halloran and Shipler..emierr
ism: A War of Shadtm s.

29. Keller. "Contlict in Pentagon": this, of course, is based on
publicly released fic'ures

31). Bs all accounts inter-servce squabbling o'er Ivhose pilots

s%ould tlix the RH-53 helicopters used in the attemipt and the ultimtate

selyction oft Mart pilots "ithout e,,perfcnce in long-range opera-I
tions plased a major role ill the failure. so did the shotckinglxN appar
ent ignorance of the hasic ladts of air transport operations ofl the
Arno, commander oft the raiding force, Colonel Charles Bcck\A ith
In published accounts Beck\Aith expressed surprise at heinig required
to determine the Ieight of his raiding force and its equipmient. see
GJeoirge Christian. -Bcck\&ith and the Iran Raid.- 11outon (hromt-
cie, 27 November 1983. pp. IS. 20,.
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A3I A persotnal opinion hdNCd onl expeCrieCein III -aie all

refuelinge helicopter ttperation. cne1OMlpa11I''ilc tirationx plinnilie.

1021N111iC pflInntnL!. and CW\CUtitin
3;Ir ixt uld be incorrect ito *a% 'the a,,itiL.mnctr and promoit ion'

,\s~tem ' I he txmo are cffectixel\ ins~eparable ( )ft i ci asi~nniciiient III

toda% ' aimed forces are all1 tot ii'rqueniti made 'Ilnipt\ AN a nec cI-

sarý means of qua~lit\inu the i nil\dUal 10 ;'r 'ii 0 loo all~~itn i

ot ficcr against a billet slinipl\ because 1( 1, anll iportant joh and liii

applicant I, %tell qualified for it I, all Itoo offen iop\aiitttfiet%

of sa', n that the joh is nuiproittitable

;3. While precparinu, the finial draf t it thIl arnt~ic :hc autitot

learned that a j unnior trinier 1ml ta[r' C0i '2IC lea LI',aS Air I ore ap

fainý had been passed omer tor promotion ito najor for the 'ecOnd

tmim and %%ould be out of thle Scr', l b-% Ocftober ot I YS6 after o', i

12 \cears scr', ice Ihe dinkfixdual in quest iton I, the 14C 304 StandArdI ~ ~liatoicnk~aluatitrn Pilot oft a Rescue Winit. fb' Iitph c it pre'uniptit]11
ihat - A in,- commnander A~ould tonuall' ifc~iciatc a, his moist hiehi'

qualified pilot in a prlnlar\ Unit \A,Iepkonl N1, rmeii anmdit duil "ho
t;%a' not dienied of sufticivntlv' high qualit\ ito retain in] Scr\[ice is

breath-takin-, Nhis, situation i,, not unique.

14. Fhis I, not a parlicularl\ mte'% ii ntt'el ob,,tr',atit'. see

MIajor General Ld~xarif G. L~ansdale. 1 s -i Alitreei (Ret. " I lic

Opptisite: Nuitiber. -Air Vomeitro Wiwi, 21. no i (Jill% Aucustl
1972) 21 -31



THE BURDEN OF
GLOBAL DEFENSE:
SECURITY ASSISTANCE
POLICIES OF THE
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION

Roy A. Werner

T LROLL (Oý SIA1 R I N ASSIS I AMI illnational security polic-, is a function of an administra-

tion's objectives and recipient states' demand for
"eapons and other forms of military assistance. Opera-
tionally. such assistance is usuallN pro-,ided dircctl'.
from suppliers to recipient: this bilteral relationship is
the primary mechanism through which we attempt to
"'influence' other states. But the conditions under
which a supplier or a recipient gains influence over the
other state arc uncertain. The mode of transfer---gift.
subsidized credit, or cash-is obviously important in
terms of the amount of influence achieved. Other com-
petitive variables include alternative suppliers, threat
perceptions, political elites, and objectives.

Any analysis. therefore. must include the interac-
tion between supplier and recipient states. the ambiguity
of both "'commitments" and '*influence.'* and the
effect upon actual military capabilities. The greatest
uncertainty is determining the likely consequences of
providing, or refusing to provide, such assistance.
Hence, there can be no distinct "'security assistance
policy": instead, there are many bilateral and regional
policies. At best. then. hypotheses regarding security

143
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assistance policies have a limited empirical base-. nore
definitive case historN comparisons than are as ailabic
today' are required for a theoreticall\ %auid miodel of the
process.

Althou'2h ieenerali/ations about securits assistan~c
policies are difficult given the !imnitations oft agumrcaeit
data to illuminate specitic case historic,,. somci telitatix
conclusions mayr he draw n from trackin.g- the hde
flows, the declaratorN ptijL-, ic ' aui administration), sup-
plier-recipient interactions. and the es olution of scu.Lrits
assistance as an inistrumientalits of' L'S foreign p01 ic\
This essay res iew~s the record of the ReaLan and Cairter

administrations and defines hossscrt assac
lexcludint! commercial sales or cosert assistancec tIs uti
liied by the United States.

Polics -makers believe that securitt\ assistance is an
essential foreign policy, tool. Armis aid helps, assUre
access. a necessar\ but iiis uffic ient precondition to
achievino influence. As Lieutenant General Philip C'
Gast, Director of* the Defense Security, Assistance
Agzency (DSAAL. has noted.

The last f'our years have demonstrated hot \Ital eC~urit\
assistance i% in the shaping of' our foreign policv, the resolu-
tion and containment of conflicts, and the improvement of
our rela~ons with a tartue numnher of' nations around the
world.'

President Reagan expressed his belief' in the

importance of" securityr assistance w~hen he signied lor--
egtzn-aid legislation in 1985:I
At a timec of defense reductions, we must 1xi\ particular attenI
tion to our miost compelling international ,ccurit\ needs,.

Armaments, like ideolog% . fOllow rather than pre-
cede political conflicts, and their supply maN terminate
or lessen as relations chanize. [his is eVident in the case
of' the superpowers: wkitness the Soviet Union's



difficulties m uh Lcvpi. Indonesia, and Somialia: ortS
failure,, in Iran arid South Vietnam. [he underl\inc teln-

ý,ion~s thus predate the shipment of arniar urs. but SUL11
shipnments may exacerbate or damp1Ienl thewe tension'..
The essential pOlic\ qulestion is sý hether influence c:an
he acquired or increased through armas transferN. arnd. It
so, canl this influence contribute to the achievement oft
American ObJeCti% Cs b\ such transfers.' A reu e" (it past
transters suggests several objectives: maxirnr/ influ-
ence with recipients. arm friends arid allies, against the
Soviets or their proxies: deter aggression: minimi/e
arms shipped and channel transfers into less ''proxoca-
tive'' itemns: improve US powker pro ' ection capabilities,

j and theater commnonalitv: enhance stability: inflUenice
domestic constituencies: and lessen the incentive to
acquire nuclear ucapon~s. Obviously securll\ assistance
miay serve several of' these objectives simultaneously.

Reagan Po)ic.ies

The Rea can admniiuistrat ion took office committed to
increasing security assistance funds,. It rejected the Car-
ter admlinistration's characteri/ation of* arias transfers,

as an exceptional foreign policy implemnent" arid
instead emphasized the role of' armis transfers as, "an
essential element of _,lohal defense posture and an vicdis-
pensahle conmponent oft foreign poficN.'i Relatively
quickly' it rescinded the so-called *'leprosy letter''

which forbade embassv assistance to American sales
representatives overseas. Consistent \&ith this change in
policy, annual dollar yalues in security assistance hawe
increased sharply: Military Assitanee Programs (MNAP)
anid International Military E'ducation and Traininc, Pro-
gramis ( IMETI grant com1ponients grew from .S3fl. 3 tmil-
lion for 63 nations in fiscal year 1 982 to S86 1 million
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for ricarl\ 90( nationý III tiscal1 %car I S..a I 490-perc.ent
inIIcrase. tBetxeen 1981 and 195 thle three pit tiai\

tilIitr\ad preais -teei\1110t11\ Sale1 I SI
MAPI' and IMIlil atterac-ed a 21)perent Ann

In respons~e to thle IIS3" Carlucci (Collin)Is]Oll
report. (onn'ress, in liscal %cear I 9Jss shitted trout a loain

nMar-antee Jprou'rauill (that %k as ofti-htudit 11nd co0ntustIeI
to one otterine, both concessional credits at redcedtI
rates and market rate credit,- ('ieari\ the Reaean
adnilinitratiott pereei\ ed arrivs transIters As art Under-

aýI]ned tool oft dipionnac% that it Intended to Utnii/e tInil\.
It is, important to note. hot~k\ er, that the Reaieani team
has, not returneIld to thle /it:lairc poiieies of thle
Ni\ori-[ord admlinistrations,. Rather, the current politcie,
ati iei pragml ina icnd perhaps inc it a hi\ ad hot ( apprt aJit
"seemlinLir guided h% an ideologeical \iem\point that also
e \press,,es conice rn \% ith suchl broader. po0iic \o Isa

ecn d c devlopmenlt
'Ihfe cornertonec fithe jReag-an approach Is thle

I t resdent directi\e of- 8 Jil uk 81 %k4X i .wich state" that.
*appiied judiciousi\- arim- transters, canl deteraer-

"sion. demonstrate L'S commitmnert. foster stahillt\ and

enhance L'S torc-s operationial arId produIction efftect i xe-
ne~ss 'This dIocumIent dictates a case-hr -ease approach
to appro% ing arms, shi pnient s. hesec coriideratjolts
Include thle nature of the mliiitar\ t hreatI to Lhe rec rilerit
state, thle recemIl iri tate s participation in coflective
security airaigerenets. po-thssbl ettect onl US allies. that
mllay be Ii. it i c to one another, the absorptive capabi t\
of the nation t(both militarik arid tinancially t. and. tit
course. US scuI-ritty Interest,, Ihese factors are apprto-
priate. Liveri thle shiltine, sandsk of international poh~tics.
armsv tranisfer,, mta\ occtur more as a miatter of oppor-
ttinit than as a function of ai longe-term strategci desiymn



Tlhe chamne in securit\ assistance policy was clearl%
sienialed b% F 10( aircraft' deliveries ito Pakistan. South
Koica. and \'ene/uela- TIhese deli\eries oft the United
States Air Fkorcc~s inventor-,, linhter aircratt to those allies
is the most dramatic early ditlcrence betwecen the Carter
and Rea,_an administrations and, one surmises. \&as
designed to underscore the shift in polic\.

Larlier. the Carter administration \%its troubled both
bN the ý,rows nu, technolog~ical sophist icat ion of' armns
exported and b\ the increasinu a,--reunte volumne of' thie
arms, trade. It thereftcre tuirned to a~se ssint- re!gional imil
itar's balances as at signiticant f'actor in po licyv decisions.

T[he of'ficial responsible for drciarms t ranster pol-
icies. Lucy Benson. arcued that the tdesirability of- pre-
ventinie the introduction ctt sophisticated wxeapons into it
reg~ion justified the rejection of' advanced aircraft trans-
fers to Pakistan (and by i mplicatio n to South Korea).' A
more complete asseoonent ss ouldI note that Pakistan
believes aerial power is essew' j to counter India's,
manpowker advantage. Regional stabilIitv may sometimes
be enhanced by providing- technolouically advanced
vseaponry and, in this case, by rejecting the Pakistan
request. the LUnited States v~as Openlys confirming a tilt
towards India on the subcontinent.

Ilay inu changed priorities on advranced aircraft, the
Reacun administration soon thereafter sought removal
of, the ban on armns sales ito Argentina and Chile and
won approval f'or AWACS (Airborne Warning, and COD-
trol Systemn sales to Saudi Arabia. Approval or rejec-
tion of' an armaments request by another nation will
continue to be perceived as an important indicator of' the
bilateral relationship. T[his *'l'act'' reflects the relative
lack of' other visible policyý tools.

Beyond the obvious political indications, armns
transfers have important secondarys efftects. Increas-
inglv . co production and countertrade are important



aspect`, of arms transfers `,impl because the, can help

generate additional emploiment and ma, enable recip-
ients to acquire technology. In an era v, heu economic
benefits are among the most tangible of political asset,,.
foreign leaders carefullI exaluate militarx sales. The
new elite in many ermerging nations are business leaders
and technocrats, thus industrial modernization and trade
are significant in any 'deal,- Finally, in those societies
where the military hold important governmental posi-
tions. arms transfers may define the status of the bilat-
eral relationship.

Beneath the rhetoric. there is more continuity in
American security assistance than many suspect. This is
evident in the refusal of successive administrations to

e.xport nuclear, chemical, and stratecic deliverv sxs-
tenis. Further. onlI the closest of allies have received
advanced aircraft. Indeed. this continuity is evident in
the behavior of the Carter administration, which quietl.
moved awav from its original policy statements. The
former assistant director of the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency during the Carter administration
acknowledges that "the implementation \,%as never as
pure as the rhetoric.'" Fe\w now recall that within a
month of Carter's Presidential Directive 13 policy dec-
laration, aircraft were sold to Saudi Arabia. Interna-
tional political reality and domestic factors quickly
intervened to produce "case-bv-case" policy outcomes
that were at variance with the 19 May 1977 presidential
statement. In reality, the policy of arms restraint col-
lided with growing -lobal market demand for increased
armament-,. To retain access and influence, actual
policies were changed. Thus, both administrations share
the conviction that arms transfers are an essential tool of
LUS policy, focus on the perceived benefits more than
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the dan,,ers, and view' the global scene in broad East-
West confrontational terms (which admittedly became
harsher after the US.SR invasion of Afghanistan •.

The Reaozan administration differences are lar~ehl
philosophical, ht is therefore necessar,, to outline the
Carter administration's, policies in order to understand
the evolution of Reagan's policies, Initiall'. some mem-
bers of the Carter team considered the arms, trade mor-
ally corrupt, threatening to both domestic and reg~ional
stabili ty. The Reagan team. on the other hand. \riex•.• a
country 's desires to arm as s Vimptomls of its political
insecurity and believes that armls can help to deter and

Sto stabilize. As then Under Secretary for Security

Assistance James L. Buckley, told ('ongress.' 'Weak-
ness attracts the predator. '"' As a re.,ult, under Reag2an.
several Carter restrictions ended, yielding the annual
ceiling for arrms exports, avoidance of being the first
supplier of advanced armaments into a region, restric-
tions on advanced weapons "'solely for export." a lim-
itation on recipients' coproduction opportunities, denial
of requests bkr third-country transfers, and the so-called
" leprosy letter'' prohibiting assistance to American
manufacturers.

The Carter administration's Presidential D~ire•.tive
13 specified that controls could he wsaived only through

a presidential exception or w'here the President deter-
mined the transfer was essential to ''maintain a regional d
balance.'" Although these exceptions echo the justifica-

tion oren ctedfor rmstrasfer, fw iniviual
apparently w'ere prepared to argue the merits of such

policies with the chief" executive. IDifficulties w~ ith the
annual ceiling approach arose quickly, including
exemptions for NAT(). Japan. and ANZUS nations.
commercial direct sales, and exclusion of miiilitary con-
struction, training, and other "'non-lethal services."
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In reality, arms sales increased during the Carter
years. Anyone monitoring the congressional notitications
and DSAA could discern these increases. This occurred
despite the fact that the Carter team's refusal to sell
advanced weapxonry led to rejected sales and third-country
transfer requests, especially the Wild Weasel electronic
system proposed for Iran. F-16 fighter aircraft sales to
several nations, and the halting of Sweden's sale to India
of Viggen aircraft (eventually India bought Jaguars from
the United Kingdom). Obviously such refusals had a
negative economic effect for the companies that produce
these weapons systems and for the localities concerned.
Perhaps more important, these examples illustrate the
problems of rejecting friends' requests and maintaining
influence with foreign governments.

Actual case histories, such as the Rand assessment of
lost Latin American markets in the 1900Js are not always
available when policy-makers must decide.i, Hence, as in
so many security assistance issues, case-by-case judgment
is necessary. The ban on coproduction was equally unen-
torceable given recipient-country desires, Like the denial
of advanced technology, both limitations require defini-
tions and rule application, thus pernitting the administra-
tion relative freedom. Exceptions were readily granted.
such as the Republic of Korea F-5E coproduction or Indo-
nesia's production of the M-16 rifle. Striking a balance
between national interests, economic gains or losses. polit-
ical ties, regional interactions, and the availability of other
suppliers ensures that such decisions are inherently contro-
versial. The only inescapable fact is the reality of the
global arms market. Carter policies. which neglected this
aspect of policy, as described by one official. "substituted
theology for a healthy sense of self-preservation."'

There are, of course, dangers involved in the trans-
fer of armaments. The potential loss of sensitive
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technology is disturbing. as the classified hearings deal-
ing with the F-14 and the Iranian revolution have
demonstrated. Likewise. a ripple effect may spur acqui-
sitions by hostile neighbors, as demonstrated by the
Indian-Pakistan -arms competition. Some within the
Department of Defense worry about the drain on active
US inventories. Others worry about unwise transfers.
and heightened expectations by buyers. But recent
trenus-f-wcr ,•trodollars. stagnant or declining com-
modities prices, tightening credit judgments, slower ex-
port growth. and domestic priorities--make such fears
less marked today'. In constant 1982 dollars. global
deliveries peaked at $38.5 billion in 1982. declining to

$35.1 billion in 1983, and to $32.4 billion in 1984. In
fact. the United States market share of global arms
transfers has declined from 38 percent in 1976 to 22
percent in 1984. reflecting the growth of the less tradi-
tional arms suppliers, the effect of foreign exchange
rates on weapons prices, and declining economic
resources among potential buyers. These factors help to
explain the elasticity of demand for weapons. National
economic conditions are probably the most significant
single variable in a nation's decision to acquire toreign

armaments. Indeed. one can graph a cyclical relation-
ship in arms imports. industrial development, and

national economic patterns.
Security assistance decisions also frequently raise

human rights issues. Congress is the focal point for such
concerns, where such interests enjoy access and can
easily mobilize support for denial of transfers or restric-
tions on use of equipment items. The human rights issue
is especially noticeable when military or police forces
utilize US equipment during times of alleged wide-
spread violations, such as in El Salvador. The most fun-
damental problem, the crux of the argument about
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effect, is the difficulty of controlling use by a recipient
state. Even Israel. a staunch friend and the recipient of
more security assistance than amn other state. regularly
encounters these problems.

Budget Flows and Regional Priorities

Prior to the Reagan administration. administration of
securit', assistance programs was based on a regional
toniat with a country focus. Secretary of D)eftense Caspar
W. Weinberger armues that "this obscured the stratecic
goals we have been pursuing and substituted artificial
global groupings for policy-based objectives."' Thus.
starting wkith fiscal year (FY) 1983. the Reavan team pre-

i sented a functional strategic overview.
The overriding priority of the Reagan administra-

tion is peace in the Middle East. Indeed. between 1973
and 1983. according to World Militarv Llpenditurc.A
and Arms Trantifrs. 1985. 40 percent of the vkorld's
arms imports went to six Arab nations, a compelling
example of the linkages between economics. securit\.
and arms exports, In terms of US security assistance.
Israel and Egypt stand alone as the top recipients. The
unique status of Israel and Egypt is confirmed by the
"'forgiveness" of their FMS loans. The next priority is
the southern tier of NATO and the Persian Gulf. Specifi-
cally Turkey. Greece. and Pakistan. The Reagan admin-
istration's FY 1987 security assistance budget proposes
S5.3 billion to the Middle East. and $2.8 billion to
Spain. Portugal. Greece. and Turkey. These two cate-
gories represent approximately 75 percent of all funds

sought. The Sudan, O(man. I)jibouti, Morocco. and
Somalia are presented as essential supporting elements.

"'making available a range of facilities to enhance the
mobility and strategic reach of' U.S. force,,.' according
to Undersecretary of State William Schneider, Jr.. testi-
fying before the House Appropriations Subcommittee
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on 6 March 1986. Northeast Asia and Central America
are the next maior focal points, especiallN South Korea

and El Salvador.
Table I depicts the regional priorities under Presi-

dent Reagan until the recent change to tunctional divi-
sions. It sho%%s the preceding history since World War
II. and identifies the principal national recipients during

each phase. In effect, it chronicles the historical
emphasis of American foreign policy.''

"rable I
Securih' Assistance: Regional Totals iFinal F% dollars in
millions. 1950-1984)
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The switch it) tunct ional orean i.at ion hasý not
resulted in any significant change in U'S priorities. In
fiscal year 1983. 87 percent of [FMS 7 uarantee funds
was allocated to -.evenl nations: E-"-pt. Greece. Israel,
South Korea. Pakistan. Spain. and lurkeN. The same
year. 77 percent of' Economic Support Funds, Acre
directed at six countries: Egyp)[t. El- Salvador. Israel,
Pakistan. Sudan. and Turkey. Likewise. nearlv S XI)per-

cent of the FMS direct-credit fun~ds went to FV\pt.
Israel, Portugal, Sudan, and Turkeý . "Ihe Inripe-cro%% n
winners: Egypt. Israel. and Turke\. The pri/e: the Mid-
dle East. Tlhe icoal: containment and continui ng aýccess
to the region and its oil resou1.rces. The question: aside
from partial ly assist ing in stabili/ing [Evpt . ho\\ can
security assistance af feet the Arab nations that 11a't he
most threatened by possible domIcstic tuirmoil?' Isn'
such internal uphca al a more likely dancer than okert
Soviet invasion? The apparent ans~xer is, a inilitar\ one.
prepositioning ýsupplies,, retaining access to possible
bases, and havinc- a staoinu, area \,ithin the retcion. [he
issue is whether the imprecise and uncertain beniefits" of

security assistance %karrant it,, costs. On balance. suLc-

cessive American administrations have jUtid'Cd that
answ~er to be- affirmative. But quest~ions linger.

Policyv Questlions

As the current contro\ ersv over Centr al Americ a indid-
cates. the relationship between U'S arms, transfers
doebatable. ()nl v ind thoSe 1Circu instances ý here trad i
coerataorboert and i' those icurista intrst s \Nenetdless

tional allies - NXAl( and Japan--acquire scrt assis-
tance is controvers\. muted.

Both sides make a-ssertions about the effects of
.security assistance, especially \A'eapons agreements and
deliveries, that are impossible to yen tvk . A fluid
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international ssltem does not allow decisionmakers the
luxurN of indecision. Yet. longer termn US s,,ecllit\ inter-

ests are divergent. inconsistent, and contingentl [ior
example. what level and sophistication of armaments
represent a US commitment? And since polic. is often
made on a short-term basis, the trade-offs locus oil the
immediate costs and benefits. To what extent does the
"*bilateral locus" become a self-fulfilling mechanism.
obscuring possible regional or global interactions and
thlc•irh creating near-term polic\ dilemmas.' Are
regional guidelines possible for certain weapons tech-
nolog,, transfers, given today 's utiarket cOM'peOtion.'
Perhaps the only point of a•ereement is that %c should

not arm our enenies---assuinil we can identit. poten-
tial enemies.

Armns markets arc. of course. economnicalls signiti-
cant in the United States. Manufacturers cluster in
major urban areas, and particular cities are thefclorC
at¾ected by actual shipments to foreign nations. Slates
receive important economic benefits and tax revenues.

And, in acregat , the countr\ beneflits fronm an
economlic perspective. An unansw'Yered question is the
extent to which recipients acquire knosledge wkhich at
some future date ma\ enable themi to enter the market
and compete against LUS firms. The onl defense a.cnainst
this possibility is to maintain, across the board. an edge
in technolog, . quality. and cost leadership. We can
debate the economic losses that migcht occur tromn a
dow nturn in security assistance: %hat is irrefutable is
that the short-term economic ad\ antages of such sales
often obscure the costs inv'olved. Studies purporting to

showy transition benefits to an altered econoyIV often
neglect the costs of addressing structural problems in
converting industry and wkorkers (e.g.. steel, shoe. and
textile industries). In mans cases, then. overall
economic gains are illusionary.



On a more hopeful note. the negati~e precedents of
the multilateral conventional arms restraint tront the
Brussels Act of 1890 to the Carter initiative of the
late-1I970s Conventional Armis Transfer Talks should
not discouraee renewed efforts to reduce assistance~
Despice the fact that defense spending maN help spur
economic Lromth. reduced defense spending maN be
even more beneficial. It mna% he that thle Reagan admin-
istration s perception of eod tn-hýsostrong, that
it is over-iooking oppor-tunlities ito reduce assistance. In
I1984 total sales of' weapons it) lesser dcx eloped coun-
tries LI)DCs) /)v LI)Cs (S8.6 billion) exceeded sales ito
LI)Cs byý the USSR S8.5 billion). Western F:ur&ope
67-9 billion), and the United States (S6.4 billion)
accordini- to calculations (it the Congriressional Research
Service. With both US and USSR dielixeries declinine
(in absolute terms), this is an Opportunit\ to find some
common ground.1 If no attempts are Made. the risimn
ranks ot new suppliers. somle 30) nations. mia\ preclude
anvy future attempts.

Efforts, to limlit sales mnust be multinational, other-
wAise indix idual suppiiers are happy to sell to a statle
after denial by another state. The classic example of'
loss of' market share is Latin America in the late 1 960 s.
" here unilateral US restraints onl miflar\ aircraft sales
shifted the market to the French. Indeed. if' we treat
armis exports as part of a global market.- the issue of

intrntinal\a- re- upon constraintl is mlost unlt ikel\.
given potential economic gait.s.That is the core prob-
len] which reformers have x\et to solve.

A common misconception. heard in ecx er adminil
istration . is that "too Much'' is being shipped to one or
another country X. Statistical flows are meaningful to
show% patterns but reveal little of the national secuirityv
calculus that ought to go into such decisions.The
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purchasing state, not the supplier, must w'eigh these
composite variables: militars threat, economic costs.

absorbability. drain on human resources, and the elfects
on bilateral and regional relations. It is possible that a
small shipment of M 16 rifles may be as destabili/ing
as two squadrons of ads aneed aircraft-dependine upon
the circumstances and the ratio of poker. In ett .eL, the
recipient Must make an assessment about milltar
capabilities. then relate that to national intention', 'lhe
supplier, in turn, must veigh Its national seCurits Inter-
ests in the recipient state, the economic costs at11 hom1e.
and the regzional balance, and reach its osw n conclusIonS.
An example is to be found in Afghanistan. Does anyone
doubt that a fewv hundred precision-guided missiles
could substantiall, alter the existing balance of pkmer- In
that conflict? But at what price.'

If we recognize the reality of the global arms trade.
we must also admit that global standards of regulation
are exceptionally difficult to achieve. Further. as history

reveals, outside suppliers (even when close allies) can-

not control or dictate the outcomes of local sec,.jritv sit-
uations. Indeed. the unanswerable issue in securits
assistance policy debates is the degree of direct linkage
(influence) between arms transfers and American
security interests. As one attempts to answer this tor a
specific country or region. influence tilts on the seesask
of arms exports.

Reagan's Reasons for Granting
Securiy A.ssistance

Is there any noticeable difference between administra-
tions in their utilization of security assistance? What
accounts for the greatly enlarged security assistance pro-
grams for some nations'.



For the Reagan administration the ans•ker is more

than mere policy shifts. With congressional concur-
rence. the administration has restructured American for-
eign assistance. Traditional dexelopmental assistance
Mshiich focused initially on infrastructure projects and
then on meeting human needs is declining, Ahile mili-
tarv assistance and economic support funds arL grtom-
inl. From fiscal Near 19X8 to fiscal \ear 198'i. the
seCLlrity assistance budget as a percentage ot total aid
grew by 6 percent CS3.9 billion abo`e fiscal \.car 191 XI
vAhile development assistance declined 6 perccnt thut

incieased in fiscal ve-Ar terms bx '., ý 15 hillhnm).
The debate arises not so much on the issue of American
security interests in Africa. Asia. Latin America. or the
Middle East. but on the relationship betv, cen militar\

assistance programs and housing. health care. food. and
education for the poor. Former World Bank President
and Secretary of l)efense Robert McNamara has long
argued that se:urity includes military hardware and
economic stabilit\ Although this max overstate the
short-term reality, it does raise fundamental issues, ower

the longer term. What social forces beget revolutions.?
An empirical example is now unfolding in the Philip-
pines as President Corazon Aquino attempts to stifle the
perceived basis of recruitment for the New People's
ArmN by seeking economic reforms and growth.

Policy differences do emerge when the focus shifts
to countrv-specific programs. This is evident \hen one
arrays, albeit arbitrarily, objectives sought. as stated by
the Reagan administration, and specific countries (see
table 2). Prolonged debate has occurred on security
assistance to Central American nations because many
doubt the existence of any grave threat to US security.
Many critics argued that the administration's security
program for Lebanon put the cart before th,' horse, a
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jdUIrilrr.It that Lebharon'., political .oltap'.e '.cerl'.li to ti
dicate. O n the other hand. mos.t Ameichan'., app1Jlauded
the in \a'. rn oI Grenada andu there ftre 110 di 'pU te Vi.
over postinva'ion trim otepolice and tot ( aib
beanl '.ecCurit% force'.. [he fi'.cal '.ear 19N'5 decý.islorl to
-rant I 0-year Lrace period,, tor- the repa\merit of i0-
Wear miarket-rate loans to Greece. the Philippines,. Pokrtu -

Oal, the Re public of Korea. Somalia. Spain. Sudan.
TLunis~ia. and Tuk- \?as equal(%\ noncontent ious..

Until recent Greek actions. indicating_ at po'.'.ile
denial o1' future hase r~i ts. most lc~islac i'. debate
revolved around malintaininu a T:1M linkage ratio tin
'.ecurit\ assistance between Greece and Turkey respec-
tively. T[his artificial device is. of course, entirel% inde-
pendent of either nation~s military requirements or even
of US securitN interests, but demonstrates the role US
domestic Political factors can pla\ in allocation deci -
sions. Resolution,, of such splits are alwvays political
Band- Aids, which may bear little relevance to the actual
m~ilitary needs. It is constituent pressures, honest polic\
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-,tahilitv and v. ill increasec the likelihood ol joint %enl
lure,. technoloev transfer. and hlu\ -hac:k pro~ isions all
complex hut pix otal economi Iss1W that o rrmii
have ereat dit'fienlt% reconciling.

- echnology sophistication is a L'reat dICIiscrimnator
in armiaments. The hie-hest levels of technolog\, atre the
most closelN regulated and th,- least likel) to he SUbject
to the pressure mentioned aboxe. However, basic comn-
modifies i ritles. artillery . ships. for example) are wxidel\
diffused and available. Further. American companies
seldom design sy'stems solely' for export. \xh ile tforcewn

Competitor,, rnay otfer xx eapons more -tailored- to the
needs of an individual nation. alone, with lower costs.
thereby creating favorable markets.

Presently. inienu rmsP industries e\ ist in 22
dcxc loping1 nations and are x iewed as 'major''
producer,,." Moreox er. ,ophistication of the \\ CiapOnr\

continues. to increase and the Upgrade and refurbishl
Market is emerging as another oppOrtnI.1 \ . IMetense
planners pondering possible conflicts outside NATO
areas mus-lt be alert to the eroxx ing potential tit regional
states, to affect outcomes, a lesson made clear to the
British in. the [al kland Malvinas c :ontl icr.

Are the old paradi1,111 uts o AmicIanl seCLirit\ assis-

lance still relev.ant.' These cx oled as inilitaix tool" In

sUpport of containment policies, and as, pohlitical lexers,
Nxxith nonaligned nations, r-ather than economic pirmo.mls

linked ito thle balance of pa\ nients aind trade dcl icits.

Vo dax . the firs,( txxo cleiticut are present. and man\ inl
the administration support the x iexx thaiut curtL~rent
trade dleti ItON %k ith apnIII I ()SS P s1) 7 hil In I I a rid
laixanl inl 19,s SI1 I hilhloi cou~ld be pariiall\



lo,! R',\ I Ut i

reduced throuc-h thle sales of armaments. B~ut arnis
e\ports are 1eenerallA not included in Such trade statis-
tics, not, are Japanese conitributio, tols o'%rds Licil itics

operation and construction tin Japan consildered.
[lx~evrthe burderlsolnit trade defcticits, Ila\ Aet

heconie tied to arms Imports tot let~eragte bx both side',
As, American foreign pot ieA emphasis has shiftied

over time, the direction ot armis expoits hlas also
changed. Final A . the Nolumec of' arms tr-de. thle numI1hCr
of suppliers. aind buA ers., and theC sophistication ti1 arnna-
ments hax e all increased. These structural chances InI
the ,lobzal armis market haxe \ect to be tUllA reC~ocni)ed
hA the Reag-an adminiistraitioni. The implications oit these
changecs are profound. It maA be that neliher thle Carter
policieN emboidied in PI) 1- 3 ir thle Neu~tral it ABIill of
I'M35 \kere correct responses. hut Is, ax idance of these
problems at \%ise policy

Armis trade is, a unique economic phenomicROTn
because A\ eapons do imiplN (in thcorý and often in prac-
tice) it apecial relation~ship) ci xer thle aflmost UiitixrSal

requii rement tor -,owrinment's approval of- arms trains-
fers. That being, the case. M) bit is, thle responsihilitv oft a
supplier regardinge possible recipient uses ol such
A\ eapons?. The Intellectual and moral di lemmnas ofthis II

question remindl thle Ri \ oft arms transfer debatdes tin anx%
admiinnis trat ion.i

The question becomeCs acute x\ hen one rciemembers
thle ileiatie c~perienccs the Untied States has, seen x.kith I
Inaio proirans [in the recent past. fo)r example. the
Republic of South Vietnam. the lack oft progress tin the
:essation oft hostilities tin thle Middle Last. and] the onc,-o-
inc,- stalemate in Central America. There are. ot course.
positive\ e~ainples: the emergence fromt the ;ishes of
World War 11 of Europe arid thle birth of N AT). [he
conclusion one reaches is, that the qualit\ of the
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status is the ke A Le~iti mate -1overnnlciti supported
b\ its c it .i/ens ma\ beneftit greatl\ 11-o1n securtt\ a~st's-
ranIcC h ut Mn tllecitilitate 1-ove\rntnettl tetallinine pots el
by, coerkion ulttniatel\ kkill tail. But hov. mte ý%c to

ue!It is interestine, to note that fliesident MalarO,
tNas seen as a Filipi no sersiort(it President Jo hn V. IKen-
nedxI %khen lie first took office. p1ledeeCd to refornms.

Ani incrementalist approach, in response to chang-
ing, perceptions tit So\ let pros\ acti\ 0t\. Is inescapable.

Perhaps the need is for a more proacti\ e polic\ x)Aichi

entisions future troub-le spots and, ho~pefuLll . takes

earlier correctivec action. B~ut SecuHine an Ainiet lea pu I-
lie -onsens"us 1r such pohlicie JS daUntine . as Reae-aitN

Central American polic\ sLtL'!geSts. Ne~certheless.recent
suIccessfIul e\arnples include the Special Defense
A-cquisition Futnd (a concept started iti the Carter \ ears'
siened into la'k byý Presidencrt Reag-an in 1981. M hich

pertuits th(le ad ankCe procur%-lemen of itemls in atd iClpd-
tion oft forei~n sales" and the pending logistical
arran-emrent "~ith [the Rox al Thai Lok ernitent.

The aftermath oft V letrnam still haunts American
foreign pol icy. As a nation ý% e ma' he re'.erting tot.~ard

the more traditional isolationism. iawa' from the I resh
hope oft internationalism that lollo'.ked at the end of
World War II- But the not ion of anti -Commniui st Con-

tainment has, remained rAlati\el' strong. i A-%Id card"
is the structural alterauo iotio the Amlericanl econollis

wAhich Must no\w compete in a global marketplatce.
I. Itiniatelt. there are not object.At'. criteria h\. %k~hich to

measure secu riit assislance. AI thou -,h the g lobal con -
ta in ii ent en'. is io ed in titan' admiinni stration m taten ie it s
may he impossible to achieve. President Reagan has
restored a coherence litisslit- n 1inCe Vi etnam . ' hilch
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CC[nfer' Har1.11d thle notion1 ot LCCletcudtu2 tccdOtu c' CfC\-
v~ihere. The realis'st senlse kit national interest 1 thete-
tore subhordinate to \ alues or- ideoliii,\ .\\ hether this. k a
c:orrect res.ponse. only hi'.torn can ju~d-O. SCcur-i\ a"I.
ta1ICe I)\ 1n\ si an1dar-d is 011k a '.ec tnda r\ cotnt ribut ion

to the burdensp of' udohal defecue. Pleace.: hiik eycr
det'fined. 1A111 ultimalte!'. require other international c:on-
tlicte resolution mechanisms aside from coercion.

Nott's
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todeed. arms, tran'.ter need'. careful declitit.tio iritce public
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DEFENSE BUDGETS
AND SPENDING CONTROL:
THE REAGAN ERA AND BEYOND
D~ennis S. Ippolito

THIERE HAVS AlI\\ \YN S WAN sonicthincII of .1
jimvth ahout the tiniqucnc'os ot decrin'e hudcctinc'. A,' thc
CoXngrcsiona! Rcscarchl Scr\ icc c\pla Incd .aL~.al
ago. the poiRiIC1, of hUdcct inc incý itahIN atiCCIN LiCtlcnsc

Idealk. national Nccurit\ nrtcrcatý arc the hasc' lor ohic~uctl
and coi); j I ment~ S "Nbch. ý%ithin pobc\- giidclrinc' ~hapc
stratc,, , straicuic Concepts cond it ioned h\ thrcatN -mcicatc

ml.1Afrtcc rcqtirvciirrl. Budgctai\ ii'lct' then arc Allo-
c ated to "at Ii\ need". That ( topiarl ~CW1cnhc larch, (kccuix In
real l ite. National dc Ic ic ct nnpctvc kvti t hc r'cdt rlr 111C
t7)LJ j,- to %%;dik a t-ic t opc hct ý ccn C \ Cc''o \C delCn)IC
cxpcnditLurcS th1t cm1a~kculat lothcril .. progranrs and dcli-
cicnt dclcn~c c xpcndit urc,, that acti ci cnidarigr mnatonal
sCCurit% ... qualk importanit. omcrallocationN in aml' Lci'.ci
iniiiitar% secto r can L ndC I-cLut c Cnla pbIIi NCMi CT\.1cl

This situation has not chanzcd, In tact. it has

b-ccomce so mcN hat more compliicated. IDuring tile
riid-1I97(ls. detecnsC hudcLKLS x crc huLtctctd pritmarn h\ V

prioritics debate,,* gencratcd h\ the nemw congressional

budget process. Todav th (friteRudt otli
hill. \xhich requires spcnding11 and L]clicit control farect',
to bc cIne annualk l. raiscs serio us quest ions about lititurc
levcels of dclcnsc ',pendinu.

For dcefense pof ic\ anal\ sis. the cx tcrna I con -
straints imposed b\ thc bu~dg-ct process are undoubtcdl\



frustratinge and. at timies. seeming1% irational. Recard-
less. the budget process is one of thosec Hinecapable
realities that deternmines the conte.\t and structUreC Ot
defense p&)lie\ debates. Rigorous andiak se (It de~tense
pk'ics must take into account1 tile simlple tact thait '11
least tie hiohl\ý auere-ated dlefense -nUibers." par-
ticularlv Outlays. are decided x% ithin a comnprehensl\ c
budoetar% tramne%%.ork. The purpose o! this paper is it)
describe that tranie~ ork and ito otter an anal sis o(t it"

past and future effect onl the detcnse budget.
ItI is clear that the Reacan administrations, nmitiar\

hu ildup constitutes at landmark in post -World Warit 11
defenrse budgeting. From fiscal 1981 1985. buidleetI authoritN for the defen\,e function increased b\ appro\-
nmateky N) per-cent ad ' u~std for inflation, actual spend-
int- rose hb. almost 30) percent over this, period. h\ far
the sharpest peacetime increases under xi\ admin istra -
tion.' Whether this grom th canl he sustainted, even at
reduced rates, for tile rest of thle dec~ade is problemia-
ical, Coneressional resistance has been mounting111-. anid
the defense budget is especially x ulnerable to th.ý autIo-
mlat ic Cuts. or sequestration tormula. under (Graiimi-
Rudman-HVollIi n-s. What is cert;iin is that severe
budgetary obstacles m1ust be ov ercome to preserve thle
Reagan defense program. untless, ''real gromx th
budgets continue \xell into the future. si, enificant ad inst

mients in current force plans, are ine~itable.

IDejcn.e and the Budget: Long-Term Trends

The relationship hcetcen defense spending aind the rest
of the Federal budget has chancied dramiaticallI\ over thle
past several decades,. '[hle era of modern bud ~els.
miarked hN " suibstant ial coin initi me t Of econom11ic
resources to the Federal (iomermnent, can be divided
into four stages.lihe first, initiated during the Ne'k
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D~eal. almost tripled the relatixe si/e of the Federal sec-
tor. B-, fiscal 1940, Federal outlax s had risen to appro\-
imatel\ 10 percent of1 gross national product IGNP). InI
addition. spendine, gromh %kas hea~il\ concentrated Iin
so0cial wAelfare and other domestic programs. Prior ito
World War 11. domestic spendine, for the 'humian
resource,," and -ph-N sical resources' f1.nction0s1
accounted f'or about 70 percent oft Federal out lay s,
defense \kas w.ell under 20 percent.'

The delftense budget.s [he second stac,-e inI the
dexelopmient of"mdr u2 policy %\as marked b\
an abrupt bitt lasting expansion in defense spending. For
nearly three decades after the becinnnine of' World War
11, def~ense dominated Federal bud,-ets. Thle def'ensec
share of' total outlay s jupd rm percent to 47.1
percent between fiscal \cears 19401 and 1 941, risino to a
wkartimne peak of' 89.5 percent ini fiscal 1945. [here xx as
a sharp decline in the late 1940)s. but the Korean war
reversed this, and from fiscal 1951 throuch fiscal 197t0,
the defense function never dropped below 40 percent of
total Federal spending. Further, defense outla s. as a
percentage of GNP remained relalikelx hig-h throughout
this period (see table I.

The 1 97t0s produced a break in defense spending2
that wAas markedly different froni the post-World War 11

arid post-Korean periods. Dur'ing the V ietnaimwr the1
defense-GNP level never exceeded ") percent. The
averaee level durine, Vietnam \%as about 8 percent.
compared to a peaccljume ax rage of almiost 10( percentt
for fiscal years 1()55 1904.' 13x, fiscal 19'-74. deftense

outlays wecre less than 30O Percent of thle bude-et. comn-
pared to over 45 percent 10 wears earl ier. Over the same
period, total spending \kas growing quite rapidl\
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Table I
D~efense Outla'.%. Fistal Vear.. 1941-1986 Oin hilljon% ofidotlar%i

1I 'id I)uII : fl IF I! Buih'I'vt 0)i!.' I, " ( ;~IN

1941l S 0,.4 41 1

1940 42 7 -o0

9I4tI

9%IA 42e, 2I2

19 141) 0 1ii

19066 ~ 2

19- 71, 9

'(shIt I~

Sow ,i H-iwotI hii Iab~ Bu : I fl I MI-I Srhii G'' ImPII?,,r

!1^61. lpP 3I

As shovn in ficure 1. the linkauc hetscen defense
spending and the total budoet w'~s relatikeli,(tn dur-
inc, the 1 940)s and I 95ts. With Viletnam. this linkage

began to unra\ ci. [)efense fundine, \,\as no longer drix -

inu the hudeet. It sum. a defense decline trwecered an
overall budeet reduction after World War 1.II 1lih le\ -

eks of defense spendinLg pre, ented I parallel decline
after Korea. In the latter stages td the Vietnam wiar and
sulbsequently. a shrink ing defense hud1eet contrasted
i,%ith increased total spenidinge B\ fiscal 1970, the
budget \k as 2'1.9 percent of G NP. the highest levrel in 301
years: the corresponding, defense figure "sas 5.3 percent.
the lowest level in 25, Nears,.

Ii/u ent~l./mewl sh/if. Yhe displacement of defense
by social welfare spending programs began in earnest
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Figurv 1.
GNP Co~mparisons of Ih'ft.,se Outtao% and total Budg-t
Outlmi,. %Norld W~ar It, Koire~a. and Vietnamn

dun im e the I ohnSon precside nc:ý [he liunda ment a
sou~rce, of course. was the e'panSion oll [eledral

respon'.ihil itieS durine, the Nc\\ D~eal . inI the 19t40 S and
1 950s. ýocial Necurit\ and other Income Sccurit\ pro-

crm.aS "eII as di mest I ernt to "tate and local o-
ernmentS. -,rc\ý steadily hNt mIIOLeStIk. Real Spendi ng
tor pm, mentS tbr Illdi idualaIS II[ OII inom trnIerI] s anrd in -
kind henet it progranis and Lrants to Atate and local uov -
ernmientS increased troml S7 6 h iI ion In fiscal 194(0 to
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si40. 7 billion in fis~cal 1 901)," As' a prcert:;nree, of thv
total hudget, this represented an increase. from) 23.0 per-
ceii to ;3I1 I per-cent.

Real spcndIne in these cateoorics increased b\
more than Sl 20? hillion omer [lhe next 204 Ncaar. \%oh
their combined budgeet share climibiny to om er i' erc-
ceiit. This ectraordinarv gro~~.th commienced dur)_ ruehe
mid- 1 960s and a,.ccelerated o%~ er the niext decade I hec
combi nat ion of liberal iedI Nc~ D lval proer-ariw anid
Great Socict\ initiati\es --in health c.arc. edLrcatron.
food and nutrition aid. h1Ousitie-. and a host oft major
grant prounrans for state and local e'OCHrnnIentS (All
call\ alter-ed the erom th and the :omnposmton of the -ed-
eral budeet.

An important element in this o~ erall trend \-.a,, the
effect of entitlements. [he cost of entitlements mn fiscal
1967. % hen the Great Socict\ pr-o granis rLot tinderCI \N a\ý

'., as less than ';.,0 bill ion I or- sf i eht l moreC thaii one -

third of total outla\ sI. Chaiiees in chliihifit\, benefit
torniulas. and indexinL helped to produce a S2X5 biffii in
iincrease by, fiscal 980.' F 1romi t iscal 1907 to I 9)SO . pa\ -

merits tor inrd i 'iduals def'ined as relIat i 'c l\ unrcontrol -

fable "ent from S!40) billion to S,24*5 billion

Thec Rcu nan rcrnhr~iWhen the Rea _,ani
administration took office, the spending side of the
bud get had enormious momemntum Spendhine lrx or
the Carter presidcnc:\ a\ eraei \C 2pretana
(for fiscal \ears 1978X- I 9SI ). outstripping econoniic
-ro\.ith and bringing the spending-(iiN P level to a 35-
year peak." [he def .ense frinct ion . hox e~ er. had
dropped to less, than one-fourth of total spending. M hich
meant that Reagan \,,as, laced %\fl itv reonc ih ng t ocorn1-
petingv ob~jectives: r-estraining om erall spending gro\~ rh
and siC ni ficantlv 1700,01 boostingC dTeshe reSu~lts for
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detense haxe been iiuplre'six e. but thle record onl ot erall

,,ro,.%th has. been nuxed There ha' also heen a laree ycap
betxx en tlie adnminitraition s stated c-oals and the pi1 0

oranuinatic action,, Congress has taken.
In its fiscal 1 982 budeet re i sions. tor e \aiiple.

the Reacani administration set a target out lax ee111- iii

"5844 billion tor tiscal 198's.' it also protected kdelense
ontlax ýS at approxnimatelx one-third tit this total *\ctnlKI
fiscal 1985 spendirw. hox~ ever. xas more tliaii sd [it Ht-
lion abox the celni vhie the defense share ot total
ou.tla\s 1,as tust oxer one-fourth. Actual chan-ces it

biid'i:C e eomp)osit01 ioider Reacait. then. hax e not
matched the Reauamn bLidget program Nex ertheless, ,1i2
n~ifeant changes hatxe oceurred: lone -terml trendshae
beeft rcef.csed itof defense and disc~ietn 'r' di J0iest.t1C

spending) or slo\% ed fo01 rietitlenlents 'and other miludat-
tor\ spendingt.

[he budget pohlc\ irnitatix cs introduced ht, Ronald

Reac-an hawe not reshaped the budet.0 ft thle conIp~arisi i
isI. for example. pre-( reat Societ\ spendine1L (1 enl thle
crntitlemi;cýnt programs cUr1rentkll It lace. this1 iiiagt1111Iitd
of change is simlpl\ not Possible oxer one or exenl t'o
ternms The comhined %\eiLct of delCenSe sitinand
interest costs. hossever. mecans that hich tr~iixx t rates
for dome11stic progrants xx ill be difficule t to achiex e
IDeceleratinc, rates, of spending groxx h and changes in
com1position. then, are I ikel% to has e a c01)mti tinU t ng etfct

on spending, pohicN

The' del(icit p'roh/cmn. C'hron ic deficits have been a
problrnt since the I19 3 0)s. but the gap betxxeenl spending
and rexenL]es has widened drastically in recent years.
Almost half" of the -,ross [ederal debt i\ which e\CLeded
'SI .8 trillion it the end of tiscal I 98i has been added
since fiscal I19X0. [or fiscal x ears I tX3. 198)6. the



average annuILal deficits xxere iii the $t)billion ian-ce.
Asshoxx ni n table 2.the decade-hbx-dec1ade LrO\% IIh In

deficit levl, hi ha been en01Iormos. An nil he l arge prO-
jcteCd diCi~ts for thle latter I 9SON are thle taree't III! thle
G ramm- R udin111an- 111111!' Ii CIIII- n spdInerdCtion,101 10ormula,1

The Reagan defernse buildup ha,, not. despite the pop-
Uiiar pece-Cption. been s" lev r a even primnari \ respoTrhib Ic
I or the xxwsei lnen, defic it ,i tuat oi. D eftense aCC Lu n ted tI I

onlx abou~t one-third of the appoi-minatelx S~ti(X billion in
ou~tlav grmxxh from tiscal 1981 0 1o98X5 It currentik repre-
sen ts %%ell Uinder 30) percent of to tal I pend ill

Dc efrnse does not domrain ate the buid,.eeL a" it dlidi In
the period betxxen Korea and \ietnani. Wýhat nade

dlefense vulnerable then xx as its relativ e si/c. Wh lat
rukeN sIt vuInerabl Icw daý is, not jusi relati xc si/C fic

that has declined signlifica rtlk I bUt the practical. polit-
cal. and lec-al restrictions that protect most of, thle rest ob
thle bUdget. Of the estimated $255ý billion in relatix l\
controllable out lays for fiscal 1986. botr e\arrple. oxer
XI) percent xx as in defense. 1-' With the bu~lk of thle

defense budget requiring annual authoriuat ions and
appropriations, defense is, at a disadVanta-Ce Mhen corn-
pared to the automnatic spending, that drives much of the
remainder of' the bUdee't. It is this disadxvantage that
helped to produce the imbalances betxxCCnI defense arnd
so0cial xx lflire durine, the 19Y70s. And it is this disadxan-
tage that is exacerhatCd v [the spending c ut lut iulas
Under (rrr-umn olie

The Reagan D~efene Program

I-he increases in defense budeetLunde President Rca-
c-an h ax no t been Uniiri fo rrm t IirI in hon t tilie bit iad appri 0-

priatnon and mission catecories, Inrto xx hich thle budeLet Is
di dcd . There has, been) throughot in te Reagan presi -
derICv OII thualr a re latix clx consistent orderi ne Of defense,
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spendint! priorities. ,Vs otforth jinizialk bs Secretari, of
Deftense C'aspar SK Weinberger. the adiriin istrat tor
placed its *h!hest priorit on Mhe Ion' osciue mod-
erni/ationl oft OUr stratecic forces. " In addition. Wein-
hereer stressed thle need t0 redress "a makjor haekloe, of
investment requiretnents."I

B\ the earix 1 980s. there %%as a %%idecspread con-
sensus arnlofl detense e\perts oti the rtecesiit\ toi
i nvest ertt inrtcrascN and the part icuarl\ prCSSine C lailn

for strategic to rce support. As Leonard Su~llian has
tnoted, "When hudzgets "c re cut in the aftermah of the
Vietnamt ",ar. [the ink e~iniret accounts absorbcd the
greater share of these reduct ions.- Post - jt nafn
defense budgets. k hich had -)i real growmh over thc fis-
cal 19'73 - I 981 period. wNere heas il %%eighted in favior
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ot readiness, accoun~t,. %iorcoxC- tileth fiscal en~stradints
Zlpplked 10 Stratceic to0ricQ x cC SpeCiAl sexcrcl.

Iln(S111'1f1lc t('rUoA Ntth~i~lt'SA ()nc of thle Issues that
tcn~ds to surf-ace dl.ririe- Col t-IeCss iolalI hudect' dclhtcs
oxer dectcnsc is has'.Ld on tile d iston bet\eecc thle onLO-
inL, cost,, ot' training, and operatinL, force,, ("readiness

alnd thle Costs Of m1odIcIrni/ine cCquipmlcnl anld taciit tis
for these forces (inxc.\tmtcnt -i. hcrc arc ditfinult ics
In appixing this distinct ion xý ithi -reat precision . bitt tilc
conxent jonal usage pl aces min i tar\ persounnelc and ope ra -
tions and maintenancc appropriation titics under readi
ness. \lost of' thce rcmai ndcr Of tile dIcfcnSC bud -ct

(piocuLcient: research. dcx clopurent. test. and cx ama-
tion: militarx con1Struction and fainillx hoUsine12 is con1-
sidcred nvc~stcnte(ý

Trhe cica.,r intent of tilc Rcaganl defensc program has
been, and cont inucs to hec to ',hift spcend ingL tokar-d
invcstment. [his i ntcnt has beeni partlI accompl ished:
from fiscal 19 1) I I 985.S for cxamlplc. otloI\ giusth for

in\estincnit xý as oxcr 90 percent . nuwce than double thc
,croxktdi in rcad~incss. A slightly largcr gap characteri/cd
budgeet au~thorit\ i ncreases. In addition. spc~lndinc for
aoMnIc encer2% delense act xries, more than) doul~ed
bctx% en fiscal sears I 98 I and I 985.

The rict effcct of* the Rca-an budrzets has been to
balance readiness and inxesttucnit Betxe en fiscal 1 981I
and I 986. for example. the percentage of defense
bud-et authorit\ in readiness accounts decli ned mark -
cdlx' tsee table 3). The bliudmctar shares for mi i tars

personnel and for operations and maintenance shrank bh\
about I: percent. xý ith corresponding increase\ in pro-
curemenC~t and in research, development, testing, and
cx at uat ion T Y&[ he fiscal 1 986 allocations.,
nioreoxer. are expeccted to continuc through the rest of'
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the decade. In addition, actual spending is, expected to
paralltel this budget authorit x pattern thro)ugh fiscal 1991l

(see table 4). F'or the 2(I-year perio)d shown, the shifts in
,,pending v, ithin the defense budget have been
sucniticant.

,Nh '.,i('t1 (Jti',vri(' A. second perspective tbr inter
preting the defense budget focuses on miss,,ion catego-
ries. such as, strategic forces and general purpose forces.

I iC I• N I 1 1111 Li 1 W I L 1 1CI C tI11 t
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hecre also, the Reagan defensec proerain ha" had an
impact . The ti'.cal I 98' hudiiet subihnifed b\ the Carter
administration. ot-r C\ample). \k as ka1110st identical to the
actual fiscal 1 979 Aoall~~now ot bu~deetC wthoritN by
ink,,ion c:atceor\ . The share for strateýI ic I,\ Capons x a
to Increase from 0i.4 perccnt to 7.4 percent. B\ Coln-
pan son the change from fi scal 1982 to I 985 un1der Rea-
oan shifted strat~ctre ide uhrt ru

apprm\i matel,, 7 P~ccen to almost I1) percent (see table
).InT addition, the combined allocation for stratc,_ic

forces. intefl i ~nce and commu11nicat tons,, and research
and dekelopmnict has risen by oxc en25 percent since lis-

Cal 1982.

The' Congression~al Responsxe

In) speCuLaktini- about thle ln-emprospects for the
dCefense hudvet. it is necessar)x to take into account the
future congressional response to Reagan defense



Fable 5
Defense~ Budget b.hI kts~ii Categories. IF i'caI N~ ears 1982-19899
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policies. Reag~an's first term produ~ced important Sh it ts

The defense budget gre\k more rapidlk than the o\ erall

budeet. Real increase,, in defense spenidinig accelerated
sliuhtlv as wel. hese shifts. while siunificanit, are nlot
nearly as dramatic as media reporting, or popular percep-
tions `l~kould sugge-Ist. The dfiscrepanc'% lie', in the real
,,ersuLs im1agined suLpport the Reagan program has
recei\ ed from Coneress. It. lin fact, Realcan's inf11luece1
on defense s\as at its peak duirine the first term1, the
lone-term) prospects tor the defenise hudee2t are

unfa\ orable.
Congressional re'~ikion-s in President Reac-an'N

buldget proposals, tall into t.\o rMated categories, .\fter
the first rounld of1 spen~ding cutls containled ill the IY98I
Omnibius BLOIudt Reconciliation Act. ( omneress rejected
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most proposed dome•stic spending cuts and. beginning
,A ith the fiscal 1983 budget round. rCatlk reduced the
administration's defense requests. Finalkl,, the 19,N,3 -

1985 defense cuts were used. in part. to hoost donie,,tic

.pending. It A, as the prospect of continued tradc-otis ot
this sort-remniniscent of funding pattern" dut illL the
1971)s--that helped make the Granim-Rudan -1hJi ll!-,"
bill acceptable to an othertv ise unenthuiJastic \' hite
[louse. The automatic spending cut ftormula i ritten into
its final version ensured that defense cuts WOhILJ have to
be matched on a roughly equal basis b\ domestic cuts.

The fiscal 1983 budget l as" the lirst complete sub-
mission by the Reacan administration. Proposed budget
revisions sent to ('onIress in March 1981 called tor
increases over the defense lexels recommended h\ Pres-
ident Carter for fiscal \ears 1981 and 1982. The fiscal
1981 budget authorit\ increase of approximatel\ S7 bil-

lion ,, as enacted \k ith little changce, since it x,,as tied to a
military pay increase and did not raise a controveriJal
policy issue. ý The tiscal 1982 reisions we-re more sub-
stantial, calling tor an additional $26 billion in hudeet
authorit, and $S4.4 billion in outlays. Conrress finally
accepted a budget authority level that included a 16
billion increment over the original Carter budget. At the
same time. actual outlays for fiscal Nears 1981-1981-2
\\ere more than S8 billion below Reagan estimates.

although not as a result of equivalent congrcssional
cuts.

Changes in the defense budget prior to 1983. there-
tore, were marginal ad ustmnents that conformed in laree
part to congressional spendine goals set forth in fiscal
1980-1982 budget resolutions. For fiscal Nears 1983-
1986. by comparison, congressional cuts in defense
have been quite large. The annual reductions in budget
authority requests havc averaged roughl.y $20 billion
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annually (Ise table 6). The outlay differences haýe been
Iovver. but still considerable.

Moreover. coneressional reductions have been
most evident in the administration's priority areas:
investment accounts. stratetzic forces. and research and

development funding, In fiscal 19S3 and 19,4. for
example. strategic force budget authority cuts averaged
more than 11 percent each \car. v hile budgel authorit\
for the research and development mission categor., \, as
reduced by about 7.5 percent each year. Most impor-

tant. program cuts , ilhin these broad categories have
not been uniform. The fiscal 1980 defense appropria-

tion, hill. for example. sliced NIX missile funding hb
o)vcr 4(1 percent and Strategic l)ctcnse Initiative funding

hb more than 25 percent. [he ovcrall cut in defense



appropriations %oa sh'~ lltlot greater Ior Imn\ lctni (1) (

pcrc~cnt) than lor icadiness (7.0 pcrccnt acnrr

Ilhcr' %`as no)Llrastic. rcstrnIcInrt n'2 ot Rcac inm , hasi,

Prolc11lrnl nor1 arl\ tcrniiri1alion ot miajOr- IprOL1rarri
\\hat llid' OCctIiCtl O\ Cr thc JI~st NC\ Cit ' d Ai ýCIs 1,

"Ncrrcs ot srnt can onIcrcs"10ona1l cn' n li c III th n

rImportanit transition. L mil tIsCal NX')(), Lit',~ OiLIIJ ho,

niadc M ile ai tmminc rcal ilrcrc'ascs ]n spcridi nr, I hoc INI
ocal 198 h)L tdCct. hox \c cr. melans niccant iecralI~t
inl decfcnc. (nrr-cnt Cstrrrratcs bx tile Scnatc Appr)oprIa
ti0IN~ SnbhCorniiItcc oil lDctCn~c shoomk a 2- pcrcrtr-1 rcal
declinc from fiscal 9is 1()X to80 x ith thc possibilr\ of
tis, rea.chiricl 7 plcrccnt nndI(cr tile I MarIchI antIOMnaIc
'PecldirIc C~ts nmandated b\ (lie ( ;rinrn-RUImdraI lol 1-

With rciccatI xc real groxxth a scrious prospect s c
fiscatl I L)(So, najor rollbacks in dctlcnsc ar-c clcarlx] po~sl
bic - Despite the si/c of' tli dcfcensc hudgct. it i,, di fficnlt
io Lct inmmcdiatc short-tcrm ontla\.1 rCdlctitolls ot aillo
mniacri tdc okilh~t [1IC ~~~ Defcense spernd in
czatcori/cd as ~coritrollablc." Ifor c\aniplc. is, almost
ent i rcI inl rcadirness accoulnts, hnt1 thcse accourIlts arIc
ob\ionlsl\ closclx l inked to troop lcxcls, It is possible to

postponec or canicel schednlCd paY\ iIci s as , haN bccn
dornc inl the past. bUt thle orll \ xao to prcscrx lX1' aec cns
is to looxxcr troop IcxclN significaitlix . If onec acccLpts thc
erdict Of Most dCfcrrsc arIafxsts thlat r-cadnricss anld sus-

tainrabilrto. problems \o~cic scxcre h\ tlic late 19n7(k. it Is

CICarlx riot desirable to r'ctnrn to tile Wundlirie pa,1ttriNs
that prodcedic~ those problemts.-

[OC1.1i111 on thcie ezncr aFNCI c cons ox vr
rcxcals atiothcr sct of prurblcis. IieCoAnse prtctrrerrlcrt
fL~INs IMr ar1\ inraor xx eapon )tsvsc arc sprICZIL ouit ixcr
scx erall x tiles O lie o t I ax rtes xam\ ox cr t ininc - he



est( tIMated Out laý d( rate L du inethe lirt 'I ear tot 1rc A ýU C
men~ t lunds ,r exam clple. I" onl\ 13 percent. CuttlIne
Aii Of thC SXH2 billion Inl prOCUreinciet budyet autlhkorit
tor fiscal 1984, accoidinL to the ('oneressional BLIdee't
Office. ý%ould have %ielded 1-),"4 outlay ,as liqL ot onls

Sl II billion. On the ins estmentI accoUnts,, the spend-outf
rates, along sNith the tact that niost sedn eut
from prior-year contract,, make It ditt icut.1 to achIes e
';e hnitic t sasine in the short (tin s" thout Inasw S
hudget auhorgt cuts,

As "\e look at the prospects, or defenseC .and the
partiCuI!ar problemIIIs p)osd b\ the spCclit pros isions inl
( ratmin -RLndnIan-llo1011s it Is helpfAUl to keep) In Imind
th),i re Ilationshllip bet mee n defeInse pol ieý and hudicleet
ak.CcountitILe. It iN AlMo of 1,ome1 s,!IiniiCan~ce that the 1)0"1
tiolNs of the Rea.can adt inistration and the (oneressc"
ss ill likels ditfer onl \\ here cut, sh111uld be mlade. 11hus"
One poss'ibilit'. ik tr JutOtnatic Cuts that ha\, pc'IiC\
ellects, no0 te IC ants. bc~ause, there 1, no0 agrecilklemit oil

the polic chancges necessar to forestall the automatic
Cuts.

(;ramtni-Rudilnani-Ilollinigs andf Other Alte:~rnaitive

Congressional action and a I March sequlestrat io
reduced fiscal1 I 'MO defense, bu~deet atfhor-It\ h11 il-
lion beloss fiscal 1 985. It \,, asm delk conceded that tis,

reduction Cotild be aCComitio1dated larelsCI thronchLI
reestinliatrng and stretching, ouLt "pe nd itng. (C ngre io ma I
cuts, have been1 tI large p~art ottset b\ Inflation tate,, and
o)il prices sý elI be loss est[Iimated le se l. ai kka~ih sal -

ings arisine- fromni multisear c.Ontractinq and other inan-
agmenitt initiatikes.

Ihese mitisets, hi iss es r. did not pr-ovide Much pro-
tect ion after fiscal 1 987. [~he -;()-percent inflationl add-
on that the D~epartmient ol D~efense ha,, used for major



prI0;thlrClnCrit PriicrLl llNI III pfc\ loi/t hultd~m t\ýJC Cha"It

been Il'2 oppcd tand Coirnc, tn *itiir &I~fInn'10 A10 hILI

nqocatc" muich ofile t effetct ii 'nIl prIcC dechrinc I Iert'

n11.1 he ýonc)~i reiidiiai Ia\ III,- hut tICt'i. art' like]\ it) i

Itimir %khen tiintparetl to the Ipeninci- CLtI curtcnI\TII

being1 proicetecd for tdetenNC.

D eccinher 19~S5. P~resident Reac-an MtO/e L Ml/ (Ia te
Kialanced Budget and ' miercenc\ D~eficit C'ontroil \c t

OIi Rev. 372. IT. 9 1771,. Fihe ( ravmiii-RLIIdIIia [loll
1-1111 J1,l ii t 11 kiOI~o~1. te\ INCIN bItJCta\ ItIOCL-dUICt'N III

tile C\t'tLlII\ branchI airidl ('011nCre' .111dh. hI/IIC 11111101

tant. t-CqLIIIeC that tetleral ikICItIAl he tiIhll)IhlattLI f1% tII

ca:tl IQQ~ I . HIChe lcl \i.kw 'Cd bechhi"ett eilhrlironc111h
'i/hOMtIItU/f~l~t tC1-11latI\C e hhLtaIhileN that reducIe Nelh1'

oir incrt'ao rci.tj, IIIeN Imi L t iiic tt*c. ihri/nch auioi/1atl

IpethCId1L cut'I ]Ile VICA k iai 1I. 1I altItIC the ILur'.~iina01,1
litdce C rd11ptldlci orlo cof171 'alkI
at-ýClelratincL the biidc't timectable alit1d rtgleln pro-
cetiurt' Iti buIck III)() dLctIOi' I/II It`'CI'I [t]'Mh t:\LCeedIflc
deiecit tar"Cer.

ts-a'riNo cl JM: 1-himtlc iti cItII IIc ilCN7 S I n II jl/l III

tiNcai I9)x.:S4 biliomn in) tIcal jP)S72 "'.30 bihiton InIII

Cal 1 990t: /erO dIttIAIt InI ti'.taI 1991\ter tiht lPreCIOlet

~thit.hi", Januari. budetICl lor thet 111)k,1111i 'iL I'' cal
year, (`onvre'' i'. faced \" th .1 weriC if tleatlhiilt. IA

15 A.pril. it inuIi t pa"', a bhui-f(et rt'N/flii//l i. Ii

mittte'I on liti bin) 10I Ii. OCLC( iipiictd tIct'itN t[I N

tumncr' ~ hudiitiaI bu Ict tt'iioiiit InuNt k'etep ki.~thin tilt'



A" part tit tile acýL'.leraitcd Ifilletahiv. Cmio-1cl,\ iflu

ý.Oinplctc akrion )It a 1eLOTIlciation hill 1-\ 15 iunkc xid

1lollingN. hokke '. I, it ackno\\ cincicut that( ic'
aind th1c lfrc"Idlnt nila\ 1-altihc able to 1accc onl hlo\ 10

Nta\ 'kiithin dctic:it hurt'. and that necither icconmciha,1 tiom

the nlccc\Nar\ rLcltIlt,.
.Ihc ( irartrr[n- Rtdnran- A h )11 ncý N titi o 1t dead

for !i'cal Ill(,th ( )tlicc of \IanjaCjjcjncnd in t I ,dc

ONIB aind the (Onny'cNNI orl Hudut Al)fice WHO131
MUiiut dICtcIninc \\ hCthC- tile dcl i~i for tile nipc jlnrc t n-

Ca. \ car k\i ll c\CCcd. h\ n1101' thanl 'ýM Ithillion tile \tat-
utor\ cceilinyc I!hcir C"tImratc,, alc to cI-COct pf( jcctcdo

cctO11r1Mc indicators-' anid tile spfCnd~inc ' adi I-C\ cnLc Iccis-1"
latioll thenn cIt fedk.:. 11CIhC41csiiffrn' \pcndIni' hal'Clinc 1"
tilld to csItinlatc thle dfi'it dudin ifth 11Cifn ixL111ý'1

hr-cachCd. to il'lculatc the autonmatic Cpcdin cut 'cc-
es"ýar\ to r-cdctce tile dicfrc: i ct befo thle cciling I [he
('I3( -L )1 1 rcptat indclNdc thie uri~rfoti vcrcnrric
"pendidng, reduction"' to bic applied to all Federal pro-
"rjain" that arc not c\cnrpl-t. bý %HIntue of (Ar1aniilr-RUd-

nur-Fllligspro\kiiot,,, troin tile automatic -trigtccr
CLtt1 under the lakk

The nclkt part ot thc xc(quncel~ nim\of\ c tile Gencteral
Acconnting (f )Mcc i( WA ). Lnd it is thiN scton that " aw

held LIr Orr'.titintioriab h\ til SUNPrcIrC1C ('oU1 n 7 1 UI\
11 6)X. 1Ihe ( ;A( ) k. as to VfcCI\ c thle ('1( )()IB 13eport,
\ctrif v it. a~nd trans"illit it to thle IPrcsident atnd (ori
byk 2.1 .\UenstA I'f, his reort X a" to he tile basis hor actual
Spenidinir cuts. IlcPesdn IT M "as reqird to issue. A I
Septembrer . ;in ncurc c it crcgi: rdcr1,el 01 Cd- tic ii p non -
mexupt Icdcraf spcmntdni h a uiniomia pcrcntaec all



set I'mrth ill the C(II-O\ILI-(GA( recpor-t. ILnlcss that
ORdcr_ xk a', changcd b\ lCcIslati% C action1 0%~ Ci tile tie\[
sevra CI1 I cý cks, Spend ing authorit,, N, as automatical 1\
canceled onl I ( )ciobcr". til ec inni nc11 of the ncxfica
\ ar'.

Not all spending is, covtered bx Gniram-Rudiclan-
Hoil ines. There are a1 number)Cl Ot e~mtosMd IIIdm n
social securlt\. Se'~eral lox\ -InicortIe pfrognrarns, arid intier-
,-St onl the dcbt. There are Also Special rules or- auto-
mlateC Cuts inl a second catecoirv of pr-ograms'. incIuddin c-
unlcitipIlo\ merit conipetlSatiOrl. curn dStudent las
anld thle Coinmodit\ ('ired it Co rpoirat ion L1-1 armprce-supl-
port pr-ogralinS [or dcfenisc. spQcial rutle', c\ist1 h ut
thesec ar-c not at all tax orable.

Firs.uoblgatdbudget al.thor1itx troutIl prex ioLNs
\Cars, is subject to auitomlatic. Cuts. sckonld. thie I laie-
,cribesc, unitorni per\CnCtaCe cuts InI defenIse account anld
sUbaccoun11ts, jI pijc~ts. progr-ams, and( actix Itices Fo-o [lhe

1ir0t.roud 0! cuts Inl fiscal 1980, the PreCsidenit hadl
Sonme HeI hmIlitx k~ithinl a cieIaCcounlt as to10 cnto
redkuctions alinoric- subaccoIitS. Ile lacked thil' fles
ibilitxfkl torlical I 957 anld susepihC ICt f'iscal \xears.
11hi1d. thle sequestration I)-)C, I"es isased onl outlax sax -

ir 1 -or inIIIltix ar pi c ra ins. Part i 1cii Iarl proCII te 1ic itt.

a Lix en lex el of o)utlax r\\ctinxIll t\ pical l\ rqireIII- a
muILch larger0 rCduc tiori Inlude alithort-M Slmxx- spend -
incIIL ~ rrs therelor-e. Could tic eSpeciallx hard hilt bx
osteniblxl urn11001-1n pcrCeeta'_' cuts Inl ontlax s.

111C finial proxiSion defenIse IS the r-CqiMre
inenit thlat spend ng li tIs be di ide~d eq.ual lx beCt xccii
defentse arid riondefenSe progr-am. [he defense cateci irx
for this\ p)urpo)se conmsits of miiltarý aciC nllts, plus half
of all fecderal retirement cost-of-lix nlg adjustment(s. [hIe
inclusion of CO LAS reduces the cut in aetId naldefeInse
ac-counts sli,-htl\ belowx 50) pe-rcent



A/I-I am1, i-i)(edmi's. )ne pirov',1 1'~ 1 ot the lial
anlced B LdudecI Ac t h1as1 been1 hieId LncTristitu It L aI k)IdI
,Acecording to it t hree-iudx panl oA the LAS Ibistrit
Court [or mne Ikitrici ol ( hiusnha and Ohe Supiceme
Court. thle C0Ilmptro0llCI ( Ieneal .~ h~o heCAds the ( ;CnIwlA
A-cCOtintn11 ( Office, cannot0 Issue thle report Fre&IurIIeI,_ 11he
President to make au~tomllatic JpeldihiL cuts. so lo1i1L .15

lie is, subject it) reinmil l Il'. ( oneýre~ss 11w ( orplti I cl
General Kp's er.AI_ Ill this in1stance, has beenI deeIlld tll
he e see! i \C Ill nat tire,. and ha.tC \CC~iti'e el

ewercised h\. an[ official '.\ ho canl he rIcnOxc d b'. (,onl
cress has been held to %i olate the separation o1 'um.'.e

The constitutional challenge to thle auto11MtIC
spenlding! cut pro0cedure_ does no01 tiller certai1leca andI ~~~political realities Under MCaimRuunIlllns h
deficit ceilinie remnain in place. and the la\%' co~ntans
procedures for e\pedIted actionl onI a joint resolu.tionl.
repored wu hy the HOuISe and Senate Budee't (Comm 1it -
tees t acting ats a -Temporarr Joint Committee oin D eti
cit Reduction 1) that '.x ould make the required cLntS I-he

Joint resolution Or backupJ mnechinilsml Under (Granmn-
Rudman - ilings, then. ean 'dil he exercised. [rhere
"\~as w6il a lecal commitment and perhaps political pies
suresl associated s.~ith the '1I144 hill ion deficit ceilim inc b
fiscal 1 987, ['resident Rea.c.an sk~ill Cont i tine 10 hav.e \CIO

levseraue acajust ne'.% ta\es, and domestic spending_ hill'
(oC0g`reSs, \,%ill continlUe to have corresponding Ic'.erarc
over the President',, spendinyti priorities. notibi'.
defense. [he ALA-) compromise on defene and domes
tic spending' cuts \s'.ill still la'. considerable support In(
Ci gcles s

It is enltireirý p)ossible. Inl sli,LII that1 s.ithl (raiftln-
Rudman-Hlollinucs and the trade-off bect%%cein defensec
spending and tasi increcases on thle table. asit,,I has been
tor thle past se'.eral 'ears. in tact, the Presidents hand



in these negot iat ions has probabi N been strengthened.
\\ itho(Ut automatic cuts, there "ill unqueUSt ionabl\ he
oreater adiuinistratime tlexibilit% in any defense Spend-
Mn2 reduLctions. In addition, it is possible tha~t thle Presi -
dent can tic anN tax increase directlN to defense
spend incL'. thereby maintaining1 the pressure to reduce
domestic program".

F/it O.Scal I V7 budgetc. The fiscal 1 987 Reagan
budLcet called for a substantial defense increase. Btid1et
authority of' S320).7 bil lion had been requested, corn-
pared to '.286. 1 bill ion that Nas est imated f'or fiscal
1 980. Def'ense outlays are to increase trmml ".26S.2 bil-

j lion to S282.2 billion.
Budget au~thority in the fiscal 1987 budget shows

8.2 percent real growth omer fiscal 1986. It is this robust
-roxm th at a time when Pteacan is recomlmendinc, a
4-percent real decline in nondefense spending that has
led some to dismiss the Reagan defense budget as politi-
callv unrealistic. There are, howkever. some potential
strý.niths in [the tinming and composition of' the Presi-
dent's proposals.

F-or example. Congress adopted. as part of the fis-
cal 1986 budget. fiscal 1987 and 1988 defense spending
levels that were highe/ir (largel-y because of' different
inflation estimates) than the President's requests.
Because fiscal 1 986 budget authority was in fact
reduced below% fiscal 1985. the administration can arc-ue
that ('onoress is committed to honoring its part of' anI
August 1995 agreement-real tunding increases for 1is-
cal 1987 and 1988. Secretary of' [Defense Weinberger
attacked ('oneress for violating the agreement in fiscal
)986. declarine, that "The fact the Conuress reneced onl
its, pledg-e to the President ... is no basis for the Presi-
dent to declare the need is any less. They have violated
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Table 7
Defense Budget Authorit% lncreasec, Fiscal %cars 1985-1987
tin billions of dollars)

("I/fnt, c from I-' VA'

T, I,' 9 5 t r I Y ,I I', /V,,' 7-

Mihlitar\ per'onncl" (17 1 S9 ,4. 7
(O)pcration, and

mln).icn afrl~lcc 5, 2 ") - ,A• )

Procuremeint V'vX - 2 I U
RD)1'&t-, 1 o , ,l f

Militar\ coliNtructi On and
Staniwimt housmn 4 0. - I

Includces pa.I raiseC allok ancc\ tor I',.c'al car 19S7
Soiinvl' z. BIudo,'l ,/ lhý [tild.lll• (•OImcm/newI. 'I •lAfd Icalr NIN,-•

Wa,,hington. D)C' (;o~crlnl.m Printing titlic. 19) toI. p ' 5.

a covenant with the President."2 One miwhN rcasonabl,
expect this theme to be replayed repeatedly during an
election year. and it could provide some political pro-
tection for the defense huduet.

"['here is additional protection in the type ot detense
budget President Reagan has sent to Coneress. A num-
ber of large procurement programs pushed by the
administration (such as the Pershine II missile. B- I B
bomber. C-5B and KC-10O aircraft, and the battleship
reactivation program) are at or near completion. As a
result, procurement budget authority for fiscal 1987 was
SI billion below the fiscal 1985 level. For fiscal 1987.
procurement was clearly not as prominent or as vulner-
able as in recent years.

The dilemma for defense critics is that fiscal 1987
increases were concentrated in readiness accounts and in
RDT&E (Nee table 7). The former includes funding for
almost 14.(1() additional personnel. but these are almost
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entirel dediicated to additional ships the \aýý h egan
operating in fiscal 1 987. The pa\ raise then proposed (4
percent) was modest and ýNaN tied to protecting thle
lCreculit n and retention SUkCCesses of the past sex eral
\ears. [he substantial Operations and mnalintenance
increase refleccts, aniony other thing,,,. thle jinmpact of
major procurement proelramis no\k b in twCornpleted
(iencrallx rCcoeniI/ed readiness and s ustainabilit\
requirenment-, shokuIld translate into strong, Support Ior this
portion of the defetse budee't.

Trhe RII&-E aýCcount is ptohahl\ the most %lnl
able part of' the Reagan program. The fiscal P- 9K7
increase tor R D'UU& \\,i s about It) pectent inl oult Ia
and almostN 25 percent in budget authorit\ Ainone thle
more prominent and costl\ xx eapons sx stemns incIluLde
here are thle Stealth bomber, the Mide.etman and Trident
1I missiles, the C- 17 aircraft. and tile Stratec-ic IDefense
Initiative. The S4 .8 billion SI) request. for example, is
more than 52bill ion higher than the fiscal 1 986 appro-
priation. xx ile thle MI idetmnan and Stealth progranms are
estimated at roughly double fiscal 1986 lees 2 'The
potential fiscal 1987 savingsN from slwicor even
canceling, these programis are relatively small. but thle
lonL-terml savine~s are enormous. Senator Samn Nunn has
estimated the total costs for ncxx \%ceapons the admnin-
istration proposed to move into full production in 1987
at 525() billion." Five-\car costs for the C-- 17 cargo
plane and Ni idgetman missile alone wxere estimlated ait
over S40) billion.-"~

Under these cir-cLMumtaces, stretchouts and even
cliininations have some congressional appeal. lutfense
supporters are interested inl proICtetine thle "ba.seline.
xx hich mecans sheltering, past program's. D~efense critics
are naturall\ tempted to oppose niew wveapons sv stemls.
and they have an advantagc whenev~er dobate shifts from



the So\viet nlilitar\ threat to def icits ' Ill,, fill( i,,
0h\ toLls d uring the current \earl anI]d kk ouILd p rhahIlI
ha\ e occurred evenl \Nithou~t ( iranim-Rudman- loll in.
In an\, case. the President \\Ill have a difficult task Ill
mlovine_ these wveapons s~sesthrough (' ngress. at
least wit hout some trade-otts, notablI re vel u~e
increases.

Protecting the Baseline

On IS Februarv 1986. the Congress.ional Bludget Office
(Cl30 issued its economic and budget projection,, Ir
fiscal ýears I1987-- 1991. Its widely publici/ed conclu-
sion stated. "The Outlook for reducing budget deficits
has imiproved dramaticall\ sitlce last summ"ller)>' [he

j CB() reported that tinder current spending and revenuie
policies (the -bas.eline**t. deficits would decline trom
S2108 bill ion in fiscal 1980 ito SI104 hill ion in fiscal
1991. Just one year ago. the C'B() proeceted that def'icits,
w~ould rise to the $5300) bill ion le' el by the end of the
decade."

Long-range pro~jectionsý of' this kind are obviously\
quite uncertain. In fact, howexer. the coriparative
optimis (it' o the C HO report miake', it more I ikel v that
Cone-ress %.kill attempt to comply with G;rammi~-RudmaIn-
H-ollings. sin,-, the spending reductions, or tax increases
necessary to Lotil,1' are now ý\ithin the range of' possi-
ble aureemient. AccordinLe to the CBO. the current pol-
icv baseline will lead to'a reduk ýon in the outlay level
from 24 percent of' GNP in fiscal 1985 ito 20.6 percent
in fiscal 199J.- This is extremely important. since the
2t)-percent level has been considered an acceptable rev-I
enue and spending ceiling, b\ this administration. Hal-
ancingz the budgetC at or near 2t0 percent of' GiNP.
theref'ore. would be an extraordinary accomplishment.
one that seemned w-ell beyond reach " hen this admin-
istration took otfice.
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A-\ more favorable budget out look. hoine cr.
increases the pressures on defense. [he deficit decline
C30 projects is based on re% ised and more optimilistic
e_ ononic assumptions than a Near ago and reflects cuts
in defense and nondefense spending aheadN enacted.
Part is based on outlav control for defense and non-
def1,..nse in the future.

For defense, the fiscal 19806 sequcstration that took
place I March establishes the base for C'B() outyCar
projections. The S104 billion fiscal 1991 deficit
assumnes no real growth in defense tor nondefense)
appropriations above this base. Thus. with no further
cuts but no real growNth. the deficit is expected to
decline by one-half oser the next five \ears.

The Reagan admninistration's fiscal 1987 budget
requests 3 percent real growth for defense. The outlav
difference for fiscal 1987 between the Reagan budget
and CBO baseline is nonexistent (as a result of technical

estimation differences), but it w idens to almost ;40 bil-
lion by fiscal 1991. Thus. assumning no further attempts
to meet the Grammn-Rudman-Hollings deficit targets.
there will still he a serious prospect of no real growth in
defense.

The more threatening scenario assumes the

elimination of deficits by fiscal 1991. This means nega-
tive growth for the defense budget. In fiscal 1987. for
example. the sequestration formula under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings required, Linder current CBO projec-
tions. a S10.7 billion outlay reduction below the fiscal
1986 base. This means, in turn. an approximately S21
billion reduction in budget authority, with especially

large cuts in procurement and RDI&E needed to gener-
ate the necessary savings (see table 8). This sequestra-
tion would apply to the fiscal 1986 postsequestration
base. with no adjustments for inflation or other factors.
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The total reduction from 1980 appropriation levels
would be 10.8 percent for defense programns. and the
reduction in real terms, would be even greater since
there would be no inflation adjustments for fiscal
1987.2l•

The Supreme Court has. in effect. made it impos-
sible to implement a nondiscretionary sequestra.ion.
Any sequestration now altempted. barring of course a
statutory accommodation for Gramm-Rudman-Hollings.
will have to be in the form of a joint resolution passed



b\ ('onerc,,s, and ,,I ,ncd h\ the Pre,,idcnt It ('om-re',,
%kc.rc to attellipt to 1oll, . the orweinll1 ,eqkluctration P)r -
cCduteC the ut tol-or deIcn',C, as, NhoxUM in table 8, x'ould
be ,exerc.

1\ fiscal Near scquestration that fol lohk, the
Gramn- Rudnian-Hol ines tormula , ould he difficult
and painful. It could not he accomplished "ithout major
program reductions or cancellations. This prospect, and
the general congressional attitude on defense spending,
has led a number of defense supporters in Congress to
the conclusion that protecting the current baseline over
the next several years is about the best that can be done
in the absence of budget policy changes in other areas.
But even protecting the current baseline %%ill force
choices between specific weapons ,,'tems.

Budget Pollev (ntions

The future of defense budgets is closel\ linked to over-
all budget policy. There is novw a realistic prospect that
future budget deficits can be reduced or even elimi-
nated. and this prospect provides the starting point for
budget policy options. There are. in effect. different
routes toward the Gramnm-Rudman-Hollings objective.
and their political and policy costs vary dramnatically.

Option i. The sequestr.tion formula under Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings can be implemented bv joint resolu-
tion, therehy avoiding the constitutional problem of the
General Accounting Office. The fiscal year cuts for
defense and nondefeuse spending. however, would be
quite severe. It is highlv unlikely that Congress would
ignore the 50-50 split between defense and nondefense
spending cuts that was agreed to last year. It is even
more unlikely that the President would agree to the
defense cuts that Would emerge from any conceivable
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sequestrat ionl package. The ,oinft resolution procedure
elvies the President additional room to maneu\er &i, tar
a,, specific delense cuts are concerned. certailtyl Muich

more room than is pr~ddhý[eoiinal sequestra-
tion tOrinUla, IisdditIOflIl tlC\Ibillit\ Is pro0bahl\
beside the point, lb )c eier sint-c the President is d1 inotst
certain to v~eto a joint resolution that cutst defenise belo\m
the 1980 base.

Deadlock het\e en the President aud ('onriess
%%ould not el iminate the defense nondefense trade-off'.
Instead. am~ presidential etflkt to mox e defense aho\ e
the zero real -,row\th hasel ine wNould probabl\ he
matched h\ congressional attermpts to -ctci qui alentf
treatment for nondectense spending. It is possible. then,Ito Let modest real croi,%th inl defenTse. hut as loneL as thle
barcainine- is contined to spend ing p01 ic\ nondef ense
spending, will he hard to control.

Option 1/. A second option adds, reven1ues to the
neotiatinke table. The President has insisted. ot course.
on overall revenue neutrality for an\ major tax bills. hut
there have been several minor tax increasesý since 198".
The fiscal I 987 hudeet estimlates, that receipts %% ill he
approximately 19 percent of GiNP hN the end oft the dec-
ade. Uinder both the President's budeet and current
CB() estimiates,. the gap hetxeen outl1aV.s and receipts. in

te G (t(NP, \,%ill he less than txo percentagepit

by, the ear'Iv 1990s. T[his, would be equivalent to approx-
imatelxV SI (X) billion.

The crucial point i~s that budgzet receipts cain he
increased without violating, the 21) percent oft G~NP ceil-
incý. x" hich Serv ed as thle President's oriyinal coal. "' he
tradeC-off- In this in1stanIce xxLI~ ouldot be hetxx ee delenise
and nondef-ense spendin: !Lut betxxcen defense and reveC-
nues. Coneress has an effe'ctix e x eto oxer the tormer.



The President has at Neto o~ er thc lattler. An option that
comlbines deficit reduction. modest real defcnsc
increaises, arid an overall -sie of dt)mermient" inl keep-
in,- w~ith the President's preferences is therefOre Nkithin
reach.

Optimi HLI It is also possible that the President and
Coniieress will use their respective vetoes onl annual
appropriations hills, rather than trvinge to tashion agrce-
nuent on a comprehensive spendling iand revenCIII pack-
age. The consequence,, for the defeCInse budtet inl this
case are easily predictable. lifterential controllitbilitN
will essentially dictate that short-term cut,, he c:oncen-

trated in readiness accounts. but long-term reductions,
wkill he most severe in RIYI&F and the N~eapons svs-
temis slated to move into production over the nest se\-
eral Nears. The best that the President canl do Inl anl
appropriations war .is to protect mo.st of- the current
baseline, certainly not to expand it in directions identi-
fied b\ the fiscal 1987 budget.

One point that should he stressed is that an absence
of bud-et restraint does not 111L,11 'hat delense bUd~zets
will prosper. The 197t0s ,a\& unparalleled spending,
L'rowth; it was also a tile w~hen the defense budee't did
qluite poorly. Outlays as p~ercenltage o!' GNP went up b\
more than 10 percent between 1970 and 1 980, but the

defense-GNP level dropped -, lms 40) percent. Since
1 980, the defense-GNIP level has risen by almost 2i
percent. while the corresponding outlay, level ha
remained fairly stable.

It is possible to proJect moderate, sustained defense
increases into the 1990s w.ithin the context of lichtly



~onitrolled budeets III o-dcr to do SO. Ilio\C\ er. 111aU-

,nnal res enueC Increases xý ill al most certainrl be ncs
5dBr\ [he Reag~an defense programi can he pcc~d
and the likel\ price appears mluc:h more acceptable than
,kould hake seemed possible in [981.I

An agreement bewxeen the president and Cone-rcess
along, these l ine,, \ ould hake ain additional and. accord-
Ing to defense experts. invaluable benefit: stabili/iine
defense fundline SecretaLr\ Wei nber-er has complained.
"Neither the Department of Dl~een~se nor anyone else

can manage a raitional or efficient moderni/at ion pro-
gram %khen hudget resources, change unpredictabl\ from
kear to %ear, much less so " hen they do so from m( )ihl

to mnih- "The Arrn\ s joint posture statement in
198 ecoedWeiberer' coplaiw about -h rai

and inconsistent levels, of funding, thatl complicate the
efforts, of the Army to pro'~ide a consistent and stead\
prog-ri4 n." The simple tact is that erratic defense
fundinu, is the direct result of overall budget instabilit\
Reducing that instabilitk makes it possihle to sustainl
modest 2ro%%th in defense bude,-ets,.

President Rea-an is, in a unique position at this
point, lie can achiev e what w~as considered impossible
hack in 198 -I--long-term urok% th in defense. alone, \% ith
a reduction in the relatie size of the Spending budget
and a balanced bud~ee. The revenue trade-off kkould be
marei-mal. - l earmark ing, revenues for defense, more-

over, the President wkill have protected his defense pro-
orams aeai nst thle kind of' domestic spend inrig
competition that tk picall 1 prevails, in C'ongress. T he
resulIt could be at dc~ade of substantial real defense
,zrowth. F-rom an\ perspct~ive, this wkould represent one
of the most important budget policy accomplishments of
the modern era.
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MANPOWER AND PERSONNEL POLICY
IN THE REAGAN YEARS

David R. Segal
Nathan L. Hibler

RONAu ) REti.\N'S FIRSTILtRM in the White
House followed a decade of dramatic change in the
American military. In the wake of an incrcasingl\v
unpopular and ultimately unsuccessful Aar in Southeast
Asia. support for the defense budget and for militar,
conscription had declined in the American population.
although the military institution itself continued to be
held in high regard. IThe Awillingness of young males to
serve in the military had also declined during the
I97,Ws.-' The GI Bill, which had provided educational
benefits to veterans who had served in World War II.
the Korean war. the ('old War period, and the Vietnam
,war. had been allowed to lapse in 1976. Perhaps most
important, after decades of debate. America had ended
its tempestuous affair with mnilitar\ conscription in I973
and in its place had chosen to maintain an all-volunteer
military system. using labor market dynamics to brinf
people into the armed forces.

The conversion to an al1-\0lUnicer force had

numerous implications lfor manpo\x er and personnel pol-
icy beyond the basic change in accession processes. It
made the manning of the force dependent upon estab-
lishing and maintaining entr,\-lexcl military pa\ levels
comparable to entry-level pay in the civilian sector for

2!
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young men and ,.women %kith the qualifications, the
armed forces souht. in order to allow the miliiar% to
compete etlectliel% in the labor market. Lniry lex.cl
military pay "as in fact comparable to entry-levcl cixil-
ran pay in 1973. x, hen the all- olunteer force was horn.
However. a series of pay caps on general schedule ciil
service compen,,ation in the 1970s. to vkhich militar%
compensation had been tied. made the armed forces
increasingly less competitix e through the decade.
Indeed. b, the end of the decade, entrv-lexei military
pa\ was belom, the Federal minimum wage.

This unfavorable market posture made the armed
forces increasingly dependent for manpower on those
sec ments of the popu latiion most disad vantaged in the

civilian labor force--,,women and minority males - --who
%k.o(ild see roilitary ser,,ice as a dc,,irabhc tlOrm ol

employnient even if niilitary pa\ c•,rc not tru l,, compar-
able to civilian pay. ince the\ , ere in an unfavorable
competitive posi ion in the civilian labor market.' and
on elements of the population kkith lower qualifications
than the armed forces actuall, desired. ,, ho were also in
an in favorable position in the civilian labor market.
This latter factor was aggravated b\ the fact that in I 1976
the armed service,, began usin. a ness scelection and

classification test, the scoring of shich had been mis-
calibrated at the los,,er end of the scale. This caused the
Services to bring in a far larger proportion of lower
mental aptitude recruits during, the late l197()s than the\

wcere ass arc i t' at the time. These recruits. in lurn. dis-
proportionately elected to remain in the Serv;ice. and are
nov ovcrrepresented allonl nidctlcareer perisonnel. The
consersion to an all-volunteer torce also shifted the mi\
of cilti/cn-Nsoldicrs and career military personnel in las\or
of the careerists. increasing the proportion of personnel
who , ounld ultimately draw nondisability retired pay.
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The initial successes in manning the all-volunteer
force were mixed, and the fortunes of the force declined
through the decade of the 1970s. accompanied by con-

cerns about the increasing mxerrepre,,entation of minor-
ities in the force.' the increasing utili/ation of ýsomnen.`

and a decline in the representation of smart high school
graduates in the enlisted ranks. These changes in man-

power posture were accompanied b, a serie,, of inci-
dents that raised questions about %\hether the force
could perform essential military missimns. In Septemn-
her 1979. the Carter adminis,t ation revealed that more
than 2.0(X) Soviet cvnioat troops had been inserted into
Cuba. and s:ated that this was unacceptable. The

I Soviets refused even to admit that the troops were there.
"Iwo months later the US embassy in Tehran was seized
and its personnel w.ere taken hostare.

Although US naval forces were massed in the Ara-
bian Sea, the Ayatollah Khomeini's statement that the
United States would not engage in a large military oper-
ation was borne out. and when a military rescue was
ultimately attempted on 25 April 1980. it was aborted
with a loss of eight American lives. And in D)ecember
1979. the Soviet Union, for the first time since the end
of World War 11. used its troops outside of Eastern

Europe, sending 85.00() personnel into Afghanistan.
They are still there.

The month follo" inc the Soviet invasion, in an

attempt to demnsntrate America's resolve. President
Carter, who in 1977 had spoken in favor of univer,,al
natio•inal service, am..,,anced in his State of the Union

address his intention to reinstate draft registration.
which Gerald Ford had put into "deep standb\" in 1975.

and to register both men and women. The President had
the authority to order registration if he deemned it neces-
sar\ but ,,as dependent on the Congress for the funds to
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do so. :,rnd h- did not have authority to begin induc-
lions. The issue of draft registration in general \&as still
controversial in 1980. and the notion of registering
wkonmen ,\,as more so. The Congress did not authori/e
funds for registration until June 1980. and did not fund
the registration of v omen. The first registration, of
males onl , did not take place until July. Rallies. teach-
ins. and marches against the draft, as well as challengcvs
to registration in the courts, began immediately. Four
months later. Ronald Reagan. who had taken a position
against registration in the course of his election cam-
paign. was elected President. Candidate Reagan had
declared himself opposed to a peacetime draft. lic had
criticized President Carter's decision on draft registra-
tion. His platform had called for the repeal of registra-
tion. Ho,\&eer. he inherited tile mission of improving a
weak military manpower posture.

Ronald Reagan's first term as President sa\% a
reversal from his campaign position on draft regisira-
lion-. opposition to and vacillation about the Carter
administration's policies regarding the utilization of
women in the armed forces: a virtual disappearance ot

policy debate on the issue of racial representation in the

armed forces: vacillation regarding the reestablishment
of (it Bill e,!iucational benefits: and resistance to strong
pressures 0 te Congress and from within the admin-
istration for ldunges in an increasingly expensive miili-

tary retirement sIstem. The net effect of the nev.
administration s military manpower policies, such as I
increased enlisted pay. recruiting resources, and educa-

tional incentives for enlistment, coupled with factors
external to the military but consequential for it such as
declining Federal aid for higher education and increased
youth unemployment, produced marked improvements

in the quality of recruits and of reenlistments in the
early 1980s
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Selective Service Registration in the Reagan Years

For the first year of i%'onald Reagan's premidency. poii.
regarding Selective Service registration \&as ambiguous.
The past President had asked for it. the Congres had
funded it, and the newly elected President had \xon on a
platform opposing it. In the face of this ambiguitv.
compliance with the registration requirements \as, Imo.
and through most of' 198 I . no attempt \Aas made to
prosecute noncompliers. Antidraft activities continued.
primarily on college and university campuses.
However. on I July 1981. the President established a
Military Manpower Task Force, under the chairmanship
of the Secretary of Defense. and on 7 JanuarN 1982. he
announced that he would continue registration. and that
atter a grace period. noncompliers would he pros-
ecuted." The current lawx simply requires young men to
fill out a registration form (available at the Post Ofticei
within 30 days of their 18th birthdays. It does not
require them to be examined or classified. Failure to
register leaves young men liable to imprisonment for up
to five years and up to a Slt).t8X) fine.

During late 1981 and early 1982. compliance was
elicited primarily through publicity attempting to remind
young men what the legal requirements of registration
were. Actual enforcement of the law was "passive,
limited to nonregistrants who were reported by others or
who defiantly brought themselves to the attention of the
authorities. In December 1981. the Coneress authorized
a more active enforcement program. In June 1982. the
Justice Department announced that it was considering
prosecution of about 160 young men who had failed to
register for the draft, and by March 1983. there had
been 14 indictments."' In addition, attempts have been
made to link citizenship rights to the obligation to
register. Since July 1983. for example. under the
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Sohmlon Amendment. registration compliance has been
requircd of studeimt, • ho seck Fcdejal cducationm hlal.
grants. or employment assistance. This requirement has
been one of the most controversial aspects of the s\s-
tern.

Compliance Nkith the current registration ,,,stem
seems comparable to the experience of earlier Selective
Ser\ ice registrations. " hich were conducted during Nkar-
time or Cold War periods. More than 93 percent ol
those required to register eventuall\ do so although
many do not do so w thin the legally required time
limits, .i And while the rate of compliance appears high.
it makes literallh hundreds of thousands of Noun, men
criminals through noncompliance. Under current
enforcement procedures, noncompliers are extremelN
unlikely to he prosecuted, and if prosecuted. a;re likel
to receive only token punishment.

Most important. while maintaining Selective Serv-
ice registration. the Reagan administration has con-
tinued to assert its dependence upon. and the success of.
the all-volunteer military force. Indeed, in early
November 1983, Secretary of Defense Caspar Wein-
berger announced that -'from today if will not be the
policy of the Department of Defense to speak about our
military as the all-volunteer armed forces. From today.
that can go w'ithout saying.*"'2 Clearly. the strong pref-

erence of the administration is to refrain from a military
draft.

ýVoinen in the Militarv

The advent of the all-volunteer force (AVF). and in par-
ticular the recruiting shortages experienced during the
late 1970s. heralded an era of much greater participation

wo ,omnen in the armed forces of the United States.
Prior to the AVF. women had been relegated largely to
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the traidtkionall tfemale roles of clerical, administrati \ ,
and medical support. lheN had at times been excluded
fronm serxice or restricted to auxiliar\ branches or gLfen-
der-segregated branches. They had been excluded from
the military academies and other officer accession pro-
grains. They served under a limit on the proportion of
the force they could comprise. There were limits on the
rank they could attain. They received different family
and retirement benefits from men. And they were
excluded by statute (for the Air Force and Navyt and by
regulation (for the Army) from serving in combat
specialties. I

In the 1960s. faced with the manpower pressures
of the Vietnam war and the domestic turbulence of the
women's movement, the Defense Department had
created a task force on the utilization of women in the
Services, and in 1967, partly on the recommendations
of that task force. several provisions of existingz legisla-
tion were changed. A 2-percent limitation on female
enlisted strength was removed, Women for the first time
were allowed to be promoted to the permanent rank of
colonel and to be appointed as flag-rank officers. Gen-
der differences in retirement benefits were also
eliminated.

The 1967 legislation did not create gender equality
of service conditions. It left intact gender-segregated
promotion systems in all Services except the Air Force.
which as the newest Service had only one system from
its beginning. It left women in the Army in a vender-
segregated corps. It did not redress unequal treatment of

dependents of male and female personnel. And it con-
tinued to exclude women from the Service academies
although the Reserve Officer Training Corps, which is
the main source of officer accessions, was opened to
women in 1970 by the Air Force and in 1972 by the
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dec eloped the blueprint for the all-x oluinteer force.
assumed that femnale personnel w ould not be needed

Hketver. b\ the limec the ('ongres s passed the E'qual
k iuhts A mendmncrt in 1972. afteir reject ing anl amend -
mlent that w ould have excluded " onen from conscrip-
lion. the militarx services \xere planning major increases
in their utili/ation of ~%komen. And as recruiting became
mo1re di fficult dlUrn n the I19 7 0s,. it wkas necessar\ ito
expand hoth the number of t omien in the Services, and
the type of training and assignment opportunities a'%all-
able ito them. T''hus . major chian,_,s in the util i/atlon of
,Aomien in the armed forces took place in the dec.ade
prior to Ronald Reagan's election.

Number ol miitmar\ totn'n. The D~epart mentI of
D~efense. and to a -,real degree the nation as a % ole.
has historicall, been opposed ito a fully ucender-inre-
orated force. Federal statute precludes %Nomnen troml
serving on combhat aircraft or naval %essels onl combat
missions. and Army rcLulationis constrain the utili/ation
of wXomen in ground combat operations." This resist-
ance to a aenider-blind force has resulted in women in
the Army being, limited in their opportunity to serve in
units or Military Occupational Specialties (MOSt that
would subject themn to the ha/ards of direct combat. It is
the exclusion of womien from units and MOSs that are
critical to the conduct ol operations within "'main battle
areas"' that has had the greatest impact on the number
of women seirivi both on active dluty and in the

reserves.
The early years of the all-volunteer force saw a

quadrupling of the utilization of womnen in the US
armed forces. At the end of' fiscal year (FY) 1973-the
year the all-volunteer force w&as born-there were about



43.00(1 enlisted " omen on active dutv about .2 2
percent ot the total enlisted torce. At the end of fiscal

year 1975. there xcre 95.t)11) enlisted women on actixe
duty: about 5.3 percent of the force. At the end of fiscal
Near 1978. 117.0)0 ()•,lonlen constituted 6.6 percent ol
the enliNted force. and in D)ecember 1980. 151 )1 001
women made up 8.8 percent of the enlisted torce. The
Carter administration's polic had been to continue this
increase. which had been projected to reach 12 percent

of the force b, the mnid- 1980s. \k ith 223.700 enlisted
women and 31).6(X)1 kirale officers serving in the arnmed
forces.

The Reagan administration inherited the plans, and
programs of the Carter administration that called for
increased utilization of ,,omnen in the armed force.
U nder a Carter administration plan, Arms female
enlisted end strength 'would have reached 87.500 b\ fis-
cal year 1986. up from the fiscal \car 1981) level of
60.000. Soon ater President Reagan's inauguration.
both the Army and the Air Force announced that pre-
vious plans to increase female end strengths by 1980
had been shelved in favor of either smaller increase,, or
a wholesale freeze on female force size. The Air Force
announced plans to reduce the increase in number of
female airmen substantially. The Army announced that
it intended to "'hold the line" or stabilize the recruitine
of women in order to maintain a female end strength of
65.(XX). This freezing of female recruiting levels did not
reduce the number of women serving, but terminated
the increase in female representation. Subsequently. the
Army established the Women-in-the-Army (WITA)
Policy Review Group to study the impact that the
increased number of female soldiers was having on mil-
itary readiness.

The first policy change implemented as a result of
the WITA study was to eliminate the 'hold the line'"
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philosophy and call tor an increase In the numLbrc Of
xAonlen in the Arm\ from 65,.(W(0 to 70.(001) osr a tikc-
vear period beginning in September 198-2 In tact. b\ 3)
March 1985. there were 77.617 \komen ser\inc in the
Arnv. comprising 9.97 percent o( the force. The
increasing number of ,omnen in the Arm\ has been used

to support the positions of both the Department of the
Army, which argues that females are being utili/ed to
the maximum extent possible. and b\ critics. who argue
that the Army has merely increased the raw number of
female soldiers without improving their career oppor-
tunities.

An investigation of trends in the accession of
women in the Army since the beginning of tho Carter
administration is revealin,. If we look at changes in the
accession rates rather than total female content rates
(because accessions are considered to reflect polic\ at

the time and to produce the desired end strength in
future years). during fiscal N'ear 1977 to fiscal xear 198s5
there was a slight up\,%ard gradient in female nonprior
service accessions. How\ever, using a least-squares sta-

tistical analysis, when " e disacgrecate this trend to
reflect changes under each administration. \xe find that
the line for the Carter years has a steep upard ,lope.
while that for the Reagan years has a moderate do\kn-
ward slope. The slight upward slope of the trend for
1977-1985 is affected by both of these lines, but masks
their differences,.

It must he remembered that due to pay lags. pay
freezes, and a national distaste fOr military ser\ice dur-
ing the Carter years. the administration found it neces-
sary to increase the number of female enlistees to
compensate for shortages in male recruitment, a posi-
tion that made it appear responsive to demands from the
women s movement for equality of opportunity. It
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x%%ould appear that at least for the first tive \ ears, ot the
Reagan administrat ion. xx ith aiilitajrx compensation ha\ -
inc been Increased. \oulth tmnnll~l~ o\xl~ nntOnl thle rise.

and nniilitars serv ice has incu become a more desirable
form tit emplos ment. the U S Arnis has hceen able esen -
tiall to "hold the title" on female acce'ssions and \Uls

tan [the needed lex els of accessions b\ drass inc- on it,

traditional SOUrce of manpo-x em.

1. i-im/oa n ill inii/ifar\ uii/C~il 'I he ease xx ith Muhic h
xxomolen can enter the arm ed torces atnd part icu larký thle
Arm\l, has been reduIced duriny, thle Reatzan admmiiiistra-
tion. \Xomen appear to) 1-ace Moi hurdles ýXhenl attemlpt -
inc, to -sers e the nation inl a milIitar\ capac it%: first, thle\

must be amiong, the most1, high11 L qalilied aplillcants.
and secotidl\. the% are restric(ed in enlistine tOr cCrtaHin
t\ pes of milil'tar\ o ccupational specialties

Throug~hout the histor\ of thle Lii ited StateS afinedC
forces,w %omoen haxe never knoss in111 been Allos ed to
serve in those Jobs that requ~ire direct combat xx ith anl
enernN . or in Jobs that might. in thle ex ent of hostilities,
place themi in a posit ion oft direct combat \k ith anl
enemy,. The arcu11.ment has been made that wkomen inl a
main battle area present a threat to thle cohesiveness or
.male bonding process'' that serves, to Proniote

increased combat effecti eness ý'' Lmlpirical cx idtence
has been sparse in support oft this pro)position. and other
researchers, haw arcue[d that commo nal its of experience:

is more important than homogeneit\ Of gendler inl pro-
ducinc, cohesion.i Neovertheless, the armed forces haxe
in the Past and dIo still toda\ conitinueI to restrict xx omenI
to those job categ-ories not likelk to expose themn to
direct offensive combat operations . although21 thie\ has C
no~t been reinox ed fromi sitnatlw ins iiixxhich thle\ r
Ii kel 10 CioI come uder enemsi Ic Ik'. ekn that the primuar.\
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task of the armed forces is the conduct of direct combat
oj:erations, *wlomen are ettedti vetx rul ed out Ot the

largest number of Job opportunities. but not necessaril,.
Job categories. and their career opportunities are con-
strained.

During the Reagan administration, the Department
of Defense has reduced the number of job categorics in

,,hich women are allowed to ser•e. Ahile proclaimingL
increased training opportunities for %komen in the armed
force,."'. Durin-g the auturmn of I198X2. based on the
WIlA policy review,, the Armi, sought and recei,.ed
Department of I)Deense support for the closing ot 23

MOSs to wkomen. Armong those closed at that timIe

\\ere: 54E. nuclear, biological, and chemical , artare
specialist: 67T. tactica:l transportation helicopteir
repairer: and 17B. field artillerN radar crewmember.

This action was based upon a Department ol the Arm\
study that reevaluated the upper body strength require-

ments for proper MOS performance and the potential

tr direct combat exposure bý soldiers ser ing in all
MOSs. This type of reevaluation is not v, ithout prece-

dent. Hlowever, by Oktober 1983. the Department of the
Arm\, had decided that 13 of the original 23 MOSs
could be performed by women. Aimong those reopened
vere 54E and 671. as wNell a.s 626. quarrying specialist.
and ten others.

"This reversal was not due to a reduction in upper

body strength requirements but to two other factors:.
first, the public response to the closing of career oppor-

tunities to woomen was vcr,, vocal and very negative.

and secondly. the fact that the Army was experiencing
personnel shortages within some( ot the %M()Ss that were
closed. As t)eput\ Chief of Staff for Personnel. Lieu-
tenant General Robert Elton explained. -'Some people

with the MoSs will be in forward battle areas but jobs
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are availtable for wtomecn that ýkould not hý;.x ". sui h
high probabilIit% f comlbat."' Ilhis %Aon Id appear ito
contradijet the hi storical Co~nhat eýCIL SIOnI pol icx and
allo'A for the inclusion of A komen in combat areas \&henl-

cerand \Aherever needed. The Reagan administration
throughout its entire term has maintained support oto the
comblat ewclusioa polic\ . to\%e\er. it v~oulI appear that
maatpokker requirements rather than gender considera-
tions are the critical factors in) dec isions regarding, thle
use of't , omen tin certain NIOSs.

The point wkas perhaps mnade mor, drarnatical l\ in
October I 983 ýthen more than tmo doien Air Force
%women participated in the in vasioni of Grenada and

landed durinLe the f'irst hour,, of combat. \A.huec UiS para-
troopers %kere still enc-acimnL hostile Cuban soldiers at
Point Salinas airport. An Air Force official noted that
"To hawe e\eluded an aircraft from the mission silimpl\

becauseC there ý\as a s omnan oin hoard would have
lessened our response and reduced our efflectiveness. -"

Fc1/ jture (A/ twenh in the armed /Or~c.. The

fuLture of' \xomen in thle armed f-orces appears to rest onl
tsko factors: pressure for equAl opportunity of' serv ice,
and mit itar\ need. Of' these two ieators. it wounki -ppear
likely that due to the decline in the size of* the primar\
mit itar\ age-el icible male manpowmer pool into the
I1990~s. there mnay in fact be an increased need f'or
\xmien to meet national deftense requirements. Tbis
could \4elI result in an Increased recruitment efflort
directed at the Nounc- women of- America. While this
Increase In need wAould result in quantitative changes in
the use (Of x%01omen. it %Aon Id not necessarily result in
structural chances that would equal i/c training, and
career opportunities. As long as the Ser ;ices are able to
recruit enough men ito fill those specialties and units
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miost I ikelv to encac_,e in direct combat, there appear, to
be little Chance, underI the Current administration , tor
\ý omen to enter those traditional]% masculine role" nec-
essarN for the conduct o1 combhat operations.

In short. as long as k. omen are niot needed I inar-ce
numb111ers in peacetime and oo e are w illIn to o~ erloolk
the facts that personnel from nonIcomb1at ro)les are Ire-
CqUentl L used to till x acance js in combat unint, Undicer
%kart inme conditions, and that combhat support tinits arc
likel\ to find thermsel~ es in hostile lire /ones in ftuitre
%s ars. qUalitatix e opportunities tor xomecn w\ill be hil-
ited. Mlost aSSLuredko . xOinen %kill play ain Increasingc

role in the nation's defense. but the rate of increase I,,

I ikel V to be NlOký enlouch to neg~ate anm structural or pol -

icN changes towxard ýwomen within the D~epartment ot

Defense. unless w~e need to mobiliie tbr a major wAar. InI
wxhich ease \xe xý il have to learn how to miak e etfIectixe

use of larger numbers of femnale personnel -perhaps in
comlbat speeliaties-literallN under the gun.

Race in the .Militarv

Ronald Reagan has taken a ditterent approach to the u~ti-
I iat ion of wkomen in the mu itar% from J imnl\ Carter's.
but issues rc,_ard inc the ut iii/ation of women in combat.
andi the cons"cripltion of wkomen should wec return to the
draft. hNoe not cone ak\ a. Indeed, these %%ecre both con-
cerns xx hen thie ('oncre"s debated the E-qual Rights
Amendment in IL. B)N i contrast, the issue ot the ox er,-

representation and Utili/dationl Of racial and ethnIC minor-
ities in the miiiltarx . hich wals a (ox /111W dlurinc,
the carl% \cears, of the AVF. has x L~Mrtal disappeared in

the l9,80s.
Like kwimien, blacks haxoe at x anions times been

ev\c uded trom the American miIihtar\x .Placed in sge
",atied Units . e\cluIded rom combat specialties. been
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subjected to quotas, and been restricted in their acces,
to officer commissions and their opportunities to attain

positions of command. The armed forces mere racially
integrated during the era of the Korean Police Action,
however, and prior to the advent of the all-volunteer
force, blacks had reached a level of representation in the
military roughly proportional to their representation in
society.

The Gates Commission. w'hich had not anticipated
any utilization of' women in the all-volunteer force. had
also anticipated that the end of conscription would not
produce any change in the racial composition of the
force. However. between 1972 and 1983. black repre-
sentation increased from I I percent of all active duty
personnel to about 19 percent. and the overrepresenta-
tion was particularly severe in ground combat units that.
in the event of Aar. w\ould take a disproportionate share

of casualties and fatalities. Moreover. a large number of
reflections of institutional racial discrimination %kere
identified, and attempts xere made to correct them.
"The issue of racial discrimination recei\ed a great deal
of visibility, and evidence suggests that significant
progress was made.

Racial discrimination has been reduced, but not
eliminated in the all-volunteer force of the 1980s.'
Unlike the issue of gender roles, however, it has
achieved virtual invisibility in the policy arena in the
Reagan years.

The •I Bill

Both the Cold War GI Bill and the "new GI Bill- of
1985 represent a radical departure from the original
intent of the World War II and Korean-era Serviceman's
Readjustment Assistance Acts-the original GI Bills-
which was to provide a means of higher education or
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training to those citizens who had had their lives dis-
rupted by conscription during wartime. The original GI
Bill established a system of postserv ice rewards for con-
tributing to the defense of the nation. The original GI
Bill was not created until after (he cessation of hos-
tilities, and played no role in providing an incentive to
enlist during the war years.

The Cold War GI Bill was the first educational
benefit program offered to personnel who did not serve
in wartime (although it was extended through the Viet-
nam war), and was demonstrated to be a major enlist-

ment iLcentive.2 - The Department of Defense lost this
inducement when the Cold War GI Bill expired in 1977.
To compensate for this loss, the Carter administration

created the Veterans Educational Assistance Programn
(VEAP). initially a two-for-one contributory programi
whereby the Department of Defense would contribute
two dollars for postservice education for every dollar
the veteran contributed, up to a maximum benefit of
S. I(X) for a three or flur-vear enlistment. The Depart-
ment of the Army had gone on record as wkantine
".new Gi Bill,- a position opposed by the other serv-
ices. which felt that a (A Bill gave the Army an unfair

recruiting advantage. The VEAP did not meet with very
much success during its first five years of life. T1o coin-

pensate for the low value of the original program. the
Department of the Army began to experiment with addi-
tional VEAP programs. such as "'Super-VEAP." aiso

known as the Army College Fund. and "Ultra-VEAP.'"
These prorams were able to increase the value of

the VEAP up to a taximuin of S20. I00. an amount
commensurate with the Cold War GI Bill. Through
these programs. the Army was able to increase the
overall VEAP value through the addition of non-

contributory bonuses and thereby remain competitive in
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the recruiting field. It was this program of VEAP.
Super-VEAP. and Ultra-VEAP that the Reagan admin-
istration inherited in 1981.

The Reai•,an years. The Reagan administration
came into office with a favorable disposition toward a
new GI Bill designed to replace the VEAP. Within days
of the 1981 inauguration. the Services rekindled their
mutual rivalry over the need for a GI Bill. The Army
made the reinstitution of the GI Bill its number-one lei-
islative priority for 198 1. despite the oblections t othe
Navy. which felt a 'recruiting war"' might erupt to the
detriment of both Services."T' he Department of
Defense mediated this dispute by requesting that Con-
gress delay any G[ bill legislation until DO))D had an
opportunity to experiment with alternative educational
incentive packages and to tAUdy the fiscal impact that
an\ new G1 Bill would have. DOD initially requested
that Congress delay any action on a new GI Bill for one
year.

In March of 1982, the Department of Defense

announced that the administration had determined that
the most cost-effective ,kav of recruitino and retaining
personnel was through the VEAP system, and not
through a new GI Bill. It \&as also felt that the current
and projected pay increases for the armed forces would
provide an additional enlistment and reenlistment incen-
tive and thereby reduce the need for any additional

postservice educational benefits as a means of recruit-
ment and retention. This policy conflicted greatlk kith
the desires of the House Armed Services Military Per-
sonnel and Compensation Subcommittee. which
strongly favored passage of a nexk G1 Bill. But the

administration did receive tacit support from the Con-
ore-ssional Budget Office, which reported that the most
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costly type of educational benefit ,as a nefk GI Bill
with transferability of benefits. Given congressional
desires and the Reagan administrations reluctance, little

action was taken on a new Gi Bill for the next two
years. although there was continuous pressure for such a
bill.

"Die New GI Bill. By October 1984. under congres-
sional pressure, the administration had agreed to imple-

ment a "'New GI Bill'" beginning I July 1985. As with
VEAP, this new program is contributory. \& ith the Serv-
ice veteran contributing SI00 per month for 12 months
while DOD varies its contribution based on the length
of service of the veteran. Unlike VEAP. this contribu-
tion is not refundable if the perTsonel do not seek post-
service training or education. 'he New (I Bill contains
provisions for reduced noncontributory educational ben-

efits for noncollege graduate members of the Selected
Reserve. Initially. the program will allow participants to
dra%% a $25t0 benefit per month for 36 months when
enlisting for two years and $3(W) benefit per month for a
three-year enlistment.

Also, at the discretion of the Secretary of Defense.

those enlisting in critical-skill MOSs may receive up to
S400 per month in additional benefits and those , ho
reenlist for a minimum of five years or serve a total of
eight Nears may receive another benefit of up to S300
per month, or $600 if they serve in critical MOSs. To
remain competitive in recruiting. the Department of the
Navy. with DOD support, created the -'Sea College

Fund" to counteract the recruiting advantage the Army
realized with its ''College Fund.'� Both of these pro-
grams provide the respective Services with the formal
authority to award the discretionary $400 per month
benefit to those recruits deemed qualified. It is surmised
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bN the Army,. and more recently the Navy, that this
additional S14.4(9) in total benefits will provide a ,utfi-
cient incentive to highl,% qualified, college-bound indi-
viduals to choose one Service over the other a, nd to
enlist for training in a critical NIOS.

"fhe future of the New G1 Bill. It has been esti-

mated by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) that
the cost of the New GI Bill will be anvN,,here from the
administration's estimate ot $621 million to the CB()
estimate of S435 million over the three-year liilespan of
the program.- It appears as though the lifespan of the
New GI Bill may be cut short due to the budgetar%0
reductions predicated by the requirements of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Emergency Deficit Reduction
Act. The fiscal year 1987 budget submitted by the Rea-
gan administration deletes funding for the New GI Bill.
This appears to be in response to both budgetary con-
straints and the seeming ease with which mid-1980s
recruiting quotas are being. met (although the Army "as
unable to meet its recruiting goals during the winter of
1985/86).

However. both the Armn and the Navy have
pressed for continuation of the Ne,, G1 Bill, and key
congressional committees seem sympathetic to their
position and oppose this element of the President's
budget. Moreover. the total budget has failed to receive
congressional approval. In summary then. it would
appear that the fate of the New GI Bill is dependent on
two factors: first. the ability of the Reagan administra-
tion to overcome congressional support for the con-
tinued funding of the New Gi Bill, and secondly, the
ability of the Services to meet recruiting quotas while
offering fewer postservice education benefits as an in-
ducement to enlist.
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The .Alilitarv Retirement System

Congre,,s began informally promising (although fre-
quentlv not providing) nondisability retirement pensions
tor military personnel as far back as 1790.7- It was not
until 1906. after veterans of the Civil War had reached
old age. that Congress enacted a nondisabilitv retire-
ment system, by definine, attainment of the ace of 62 as
proof of disability Linder the provisions of the Civil War
disability retirement system. Pensions for reasons of
disability had been established in 1776. The military
retirement system evolved piecemeal thereafter until the
late 1940s. when the Congress codified what is today
the foundation of the uniformed services nondisability
retirement system in the Career Compensation Act of
1949.

The modern retirement system, created during the
post-World War II years, provided for the voluntary
retirement of enlisted personnel after 20 years of active
service and officers after 20 years of service with ten of
those years served in a commissioned status. The
amount of the pension under this system was to be corn-
puted by multiplying basic pay at the time of retirement
by the number of years served (minimum of 20) times
.025 up to a maximum of 75 percent of basic pay. From
1948 until 1980. only minor alterations to this system
were made to allow for adjustments in the method of
calculation of the basic pay multiplier, inclusion of the
Reserve forces, and provision for semiannual cost-of-
living adjustments (COLA) based on the Consumer
Price Index (CPI).

The retirement system is very generous by civilian
standards for those who serve 20 years or more. It is
equally penurious for those who serve less than 20
years. They get virtually nothing. As the military retired
rolls swelled with veterans of World War II. the Korean
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war, and most recently the Vietnam war. the retirement
system grew increasingly expensive, and is projected to
continue to grow, since military personnel who retire
after 20 years of active duty will on the average draw
pensions for more years than they served on active dut\.
During the 1970s. eight major studies suggested drastic

changes in the systemn."
The last few months of the Carter administration

saw the inclusion in ti' Department of l)etense Author-
ization Act of 1981 of a provision that military and

Civil Service pensions be adjusted semiannually for
cost-of-living increases at the same rate and at the same
time. The Act of 1981 also saw a radical change in the
method of calculation of the initial pensions. Pre-
viously, basic pay at the time of retirement was used for
computation. but the 1981 Act stipulated that the aver-

age of the highest three years of basic pay be used. It
was this basic nondisabilitv retirement system, modified
by the Act of 1981. that President Reagan inherited with
his first inauguration.

The Reagan years. Candidate Reagan had stated
during the 1980 campaign that he did "not favor aban-
doning the present semiannual indexing" of Federal
retirement benefits.'" This campaign promise proved to
be one of the first to fall to the budget axe. The fiscal
year 1982 Budget Reconciliation Act, enacted on 13
August 1981. replaced the semiannual COLA for Fed-

eral pensions with an annual COLA, still based on the
CPI. Along with this major shift in inflation protection
adjustments, the fiscal year 1982 act extended the time
between COLA increases by varying amounts to allow
for increased budgetary savings. The amount of the

COLA was also adjusted to correct for the fact that dur-
ing previous years when active duty pay rates were
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froien, retired pay "as automaticallk adjusted to con-
pensate for inflation. This had resulted in pensioners
effectively increasing their retirement benefit, relative
to the active forces.

Fiscal year 1985 saw a second major change in the
military nondisabilitN retirement sNstem. Prior to 1scal
year 1985. funding tor the retirement s stein ý,as based
on an intergenerational (pav-as-.Ow-go) approach, pa -
inm for current outlays of retired pay through current
appropriations. From fiscal N'ear 1985 on. the )Depart-
ment of Defense is required to lund the retirement s\ys-
tem using an advance funding concept and an accrual
accounting technique, so that nione. is -banked" from
current appropriations to he used to~kard subsequent
refired pay of personnel currently on activ e duo,. This
new, method of funding and accounting \%ill allo" cur-
rent budgets to reflect the impact of manpower and
force policy decisions on retirement costs. It \kill also
protect retirement benefits from attempts Io generate
short-term budgetary savings through appropriation
cuts. This chance appears to be in response to the pro-
jected costs of the retirement system for the next 20
years.

Thefutlire of the nondisabilitv retirement .%V'stem.
Currently. one out of three enlisted personnel and
roughly three out of five officers who reach fi\e years
of active service will eventually draw nondisability
retirement benefits. "'' The career component of the
active force (those ,Aith over five years of service) has
been growing since the late 1970s. Thus. there appears

to be further groxkth in the career cohort f1ow similar to
the World War I!. Korean war. and Vietnam wkar expan-
sions. Betxk.een 1998 and 2006. there \will he an ever-
increasing number of military retirees relative to the
previous 21) years.
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This projected increase provoked the (ongress to
action. Although President Reagan .kas resistant to
changing the militar\ retirement ss stcm through his
entire first term, the 1980 Defense Authoriiation Bll

mandated a reduction in retirement benefit, for future
personnel. The appropriation for retirement accrual cost
"was cut S2.9 billion: a compromise between the House-
proposed reduction of $4.0 billion and the proposed
Senate reduction of SI.82 billion. The Defense Depart-
ment and the military services were initially ,iven the
task of devising the new system. although the Congress
has now reclaimed the initiative.

The Department of Defense has traditionally
grandfathered" any changes to the retirement system.

so it seems little can be done to alter the fiscal impact of
the increase in retirees in terms of personnel who are
alread\ serving in the armed forces. During the Reagan
administration, numerous suggestions for change in the

retirement system have been made. including a contrib-
utory retirement system. partial vesting after ten years
of active service, reduced pensions until age 62.
reduced multipliers of basic pay to be readjusted upon
reaching age 62. and others. Given the political strength
of the retired military community both wkith the Con-
gress and the Department of Defense. there will be great
resistance to change. However. the pressure of the
budget deficit and projected major increases in the cost
of military retired pay are likely to motivate changes

that will produce savings when personnel who have not

yet been recruited by the armed forces retire at the end
of their careers.

From a manpower and personnel perspective, the
US armed forces are far better off in the late 1980s than
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the% %,cre a decade ago. Recruiting Loals ha\e been ruct
and personnel qualit, has impro,.ed markedl, [his I"
due in no sInall measure to increase, il militar\ conli-
pensation. to the establishment ot II. eCdIucationlal

imcenties for militar\, serxice. to the declinc in Federal
educational programs not i.nked to militar\ ,cr\ ice. and
to increases in ci, ,ilian voun,, unemplo\,ment under the

Reagan administration, and \\e believe that ciedit
should be ,i',en khere credit i,, due. At the same time.
we feel it unv, ise to project the recent successes indefi-
nitelv into the fttutue

Attempts to reduce the Federal deficit \kill most
certainl, affect the defense budget. and \ke feel that
mianpower and personnel accounts are particularl\ \ul-
nerable because the\ have the largest proportional pa,-
outs in the ,ears in which expenditures are authori/ed.
and can therefore produce the most rapid proportional
sa\intis. As \%c have noted, tw,,o important elements of
the benefit package are already under the budget knife:
military retirement and the GI Bill. These factors may
well have an effect on the future recruiting success of
the all-volunteer force. To the extent that we maintain a
labor market model of military manpower and injure the
market position of military recruiters by reducinG bene-
fit', the ability of the armed forces to compete in the
marketplace will be damaged.

The major differences between the personnel issues
in the all-volunteer force in the 1980s and those of the
previous decade are in the area of equal opportunity.
and these issues intersect with labor market considera-
tions. To the degree that benefits are reduced and the
market position of the volunteer force is weakened, it
will become more dependent on personnel recruited
from the secondary labor market: women and minor-
ities. Increased representation of these groups in the

L
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ranks. III turn , "Ill res'urrect Pissues of N hethler \% c

should Send ýW omen into combhat, and " hether disad\ di-

tagcd seernnts, of the labor torce-- thle poor-, tile bl1aCk.
hie brl k n--slhmlld be iS ked it abs011 Zb a dipri P~ rt lolln -
ate ,hare ot our combat casualties and tatalahties Sho uld
our ',%at>. be foughlt h\ those %%lho need thle ),kork 2

The niaior alternlatix e to dependI~inu'- Onl \OlUIIteers
tfrom secondarN labor markets is, a return to conicrip-
tion. a polic.\ that has been Odious to the Rcatcan admin-
i strat ion from the outset. A lair conscript ionsxtei
may reduee concerns re,-arding oxerre presen~tation ot
personnel from the secondarx labor market, but it \ill
in all likelihood raise the debate onl thle role of %oillen
in the iiilitar\ to a central position again. Current plans,
for a draft kit medical personnel anl area \% here thle mul-
itar\ has severe needs rieht no%% are uender-tree. and
if' xke drab' wkomen Inl som1e Occupation,, it M~ill be diffi-
cult to justi t' tnale-onl\ cotnscription in other,, And it
we nmve to a gender- free draft, both the structunre ot
modern xý arfare and the lit 6Oi ios natu re Of Modern
American society will make it difficult to keep women
out of' combat. For the past three decades. the armed
forces hax e provided a stage upon v~hich the ongoing
citizenship revolution wNhich links military. ser\ice to cit-

izenship rig~hts has been play.ed. T[he theater has been
relatively dark recently, but the show has no( closed.

N~otes
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DEFENSE POLICY
AND PROGRAMS IN
THE GRAMM'-RUDMAN ERA
Doi' S. Zakheim

D EFEN SE t'Ro(.R Nt PLAN*NING in the i'nited
States has always responded t0 o tC( Xogenou0s \zian-

j ~ables. The first and more coflentional factor common
to defense planning is the nature of the threat acainsi
\,\hich forces and systemis are planned. The second is
more peculiar to the American s stemn of' gmvernment.
namnely the constraints imposed by coneress. wkithin
xx hich all planning Must operate.

These variables. hoxxever. create Pressures, InI
opposite directions,. potential threats ito US interests
tend to induce more demnand for defense remsources.
w~hile conoressional activity traditionally has reduced
the levels (i' resources, available to the D~efetnse D~epart-
merit for coping wxith those threa:s. The effect of these
counterpressures has led some obsersers to consider that
there is a permanent mismatch between "strateuyv and
-resources. Moreover. many of' these observers hax e

also concluded that D)epartment of lDefense planner-.
musIt alter their '*,t rateg, e s "---presumnably making themn
less ambitiouIS and thereby less deiiiandinoi o1 defense
resources,.

From the vantage point of another part lv ox erlap-
p)ing, group of analysts. the f'orces that have pulled
detense planners in virtually opposite directions wecre
not as, strong- as might have been thouwht. During, the

13 1
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1970s. these anaksts argued that the threat to US, inter-

ests posed by the Soieli Union and its, allies had been

owerstated by those v ho sought higher h.' els of det'nc
expenditure..Moreover. proponents of this ,,i]es con-

tended that the threat could be turther reduced through

arms lontro! agreements, Reduction Mf the potent ial

threat, in turn, slwuld permit still loCer defense expend-

itures. In this regard. the SuppOsedl indcpendent thrcat

ýariable vas indeed subject to alteration as a result of

US5 actkities.

An entirel\ different set of con siderations appeared
to refute the contention that the "congressional \Liai-

able'" "as independent. For many years it was reason-
able to assumne that Congress was subject to itnluence
on the defense budget. Budgets. after all, were-and
are-submitted by the administration, and constant
interaction between the administration and congressional
committee members and indivioual legislators clearl
influenced legislative outcomes in response to those pro-
posed budgets. Indeed. opponents of greater defense
spending argued that administration use of that influence
actually lessened the supposedly "'objective" require ment

for more efficient defense strategy and planning.
Developments during the recent past belie both

assumptions about the liability of either the "'threat vari-
able" or the "'congressional variable' to manipulation
b\ any administration. With respect to assumptions

about the threat to U'S interests %orldvide. c\ents over

tile past decade havC demonstrated that. far from shrink-
ing. Sovict power actually has gro\wn, despite (and
many argue because of* arms control effOrts. Indeed. far

from being constrained b\ armis control or an\ other
similar factor (i.e.. freer economic and cultural rela-
tions). Soý let capabilities have expanded both
qutalitatiycl.\ and quantitatively, and have manifested
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themselves over a wider geographic expanse than ever
before. RequirementsI for US capabilities have ,rovkn

commensurately.
Recent events have shown that the "congressional

variable" is no less independent thai the 'threat \ ai-
able.- The passage of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings
(GRH) budget reduction legislation further complicated
the task ol program planners hy minimi/ing the degree
to which they might hope for congressional relief trlIn
budgetary constraints. Indeed, by virtue both of the
automatic spending cut formula and its disproportionate
penaliuing of the defense budget (which would suppl,
halt of all outla\ reductions despite accounting 10r less
than a third of all outlays), the (iranmm-RudIlan-
Hollings enactment places the detense budget hosta•,c t
congressional action on all other budcetar\ accounts.
unless the administratiot*s budget is sustained intact.
The Supreme Court's ruling recarding GRHl may. it
an\thing,. have created even .creater unccrtaint, in the

defense budget process.
Clearly. these mo developments are still pulling

the defense budget in different directions. Soviet
de\elopments call for greater defense resources:
Oranim-Rudman--how\ever it ma\ be modified by Con-
cress-holds out at most a promise of limited gro\\th at
or near 3 percent annuall\. Clearly. the defense hudget
cannot fully respond to either de\clopment, though it
cannot ignore either.

'he threat cn\ ironment and the congcressional
environment should not be confused: only those w ho
forget vwh\ they are defending the Republic. or never
realied whv they were doing so in the first place. could
consider the Congress their primary adversary. Never-
theless, the changes in these two component parts have

therefore tightened the vise that constrains and



com1plicates defense program planning. Program plan-
niiin. ho%%ever. cannot come to a dead halt. It is, incumn-
bent upon planners not mlv ito continue their seeminakv
hopeless efforts ito reconcile threat requirements wAith
cong1ressionally imposed constraints, but, more Impor-
tant. to build upon their current procedures and abilitieS
to fashion a defense program that accomplishes that rec-
Onciliation.

The program planning effort, to be SU~cCcSful.
must addreýss four key principles that rellect the essence
and ideal of both dehense policN -making and the pro-
gramn process.

1. Ielmefnc plammnni i.N ahout defill'Nt ai,'a11Iht eAter-

nlmilitat -. threcats. not again.st internal nuh'e~turv foeIS -

There has always been a fringe element. both
wkithin and outside Government. that has forgotten (or
never learned) that Congress is not the eneim\ It is the
ebb and flow of conuressional debate, and thie \vicisi-
tudes of the outcomes that debate engeniders. that is the
hallmark of the freedom \&e are all pledged to defend.
The most unenlightened coneressional critic is not thc
less loý al a citizen for the error of his (or her) waks

There will never be unlanimifty over the levels of
resources that should be applied ito the nation', defense.
particularly, wAhen the issue is, bei11e debated in peace-
timie. Once this, truism is recognizcd. other prin~iples,
fol low as corollaries.-

2. l)eI'*nme iplaniniiii, cainnot he ( mrtraincd to all
O5N'tilli('il htiliet /evel, .. m fth ew (l auro( of t~ e~Oa

ac tioncmict 11(0(te 11111t level wtil l never bc (.,(I(tl\ reteijel.

('ontinuin- comneressional line item manai.!e inent ot
the btid1_t on1 an annual basis, and influences upon con-
Oressional behavior that stem from sources, other than
those generated b\ . or even related ito. adm in istrat ion
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concerns Awill ensure that no budget proposed hy the
administration will emerge as law untouched by le,-isla-
tive miodification. There "xill be times wxhen external
events. such as the invasion of' Afghanistan. .kill galva-
nize Congress into action tar bexond that anticipated h,.
a phlegmatic administration. [here %%ill be other times.
such as congressional action over the fiscal \car 198
defense budget. when the admininstration~s cden ic (cur
tor support \vill g'o unheeded. A~s a result. no determiina-
tion of' requirements can be adjusted to fit expected
resource availability. The resources, are never wxhat thex
are expected to be.

The Packard Commiiission's report and the National
jSecurity Decision [)irective (NSD)I) siuned b\ Presi-,I

dent Reaui~n on I April 1980X. both attemlpt to prox de
more rieorous fiscal constraints to the planning proc-ess.
The NSDDl goal, wkith respect to national security plan-
ning, and budgeting. is to -i inproxe the integration1 ot
national security strategy\ wxith fiscal cudneprox ide
to the Department (if lDefense.� T*he Secretary ot
D)efense is asked to recommend to the National Security
Council and to the Office of' Management and Budget,
procedures that include

"* IThe issuance of' provisional fix -\ear budgets lot-
the Department ot' D~efense.

"* A military stratecy to suLpport national ohject ix Cs

xx ithin the provisional five-x car buICet.

The Department of, D efense is responding, to this
directive bý rex iexxing, its Current procedures and pro-
posing miit iatixes that %k ill further real i/c the President s

goals. Lead respons i hiIi tv for DOD' ls efforts, x\kit h
respect to planning, and budgeting, has been assigned to
the U nder Secretary oif' Iefcnse for Pol icx together
xvith the Assistant Secretary of' Defense (Comptroller)
and the D~irector of' Pro,_ramn Analysis and Evaluation.
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In the end. it is the Congress that imposes the ulti-
mate budget constraints. Moreover, congressional
reductions in any given year not only affect spending
levels for that year. but. due to the cumulative effect of
multiyear obligations and obligation requirements. also
depress spending levels for future years. This phe-
nomenon can best be understood by recalling that reduc-

tions in any year's spending levels result in lower
absolute spending for the following years even it pre-
dicted percentage increases in real growth are retained
intact. Put another way. a decrease in base-year spend-
ing creates a decrease in out-year spending unless addi-
tional real growth is applied. It is noteworthy that the
Department ot Defense's current (fiscal year 1987)
request calls for real growth sufficient to offset last
year's harsh reductions. In sum, congressional actions
will continue to be the ultimate arbiter of defense
resource availability. Only with Coneress's cooperation
can efforts such as those recommended by the President

and the Packard Commission prove successful.
In this regard. Congress has launched a major and

promising initiative leading to the formulation and pos-
sible adoption of multivear defense budgets. This initia-

tive hopefully could provide more stabilitv to the
defense planning system and realize significant cost say-
in-s by fosterine more stable acquisition programs.
Congress took the first step in this direction by enacting
section 1405. General Provisions, of the Fiscal Year

1986 Defense Authorization Act. The act directs the
President to

include ... for fiscal year I'm8 a single proposed budget for
the D)epartmcnt of I)efense and related agencies, for fiscad
years 1988 and 1989.

The Department of Defense has already begun to
implement the terms of the fiscal year 1986
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Authorization Act's directive on budgets. On 31
December 1985. for the first time ever the Secretary of
Defense signed a two-year Defense Guidance for the
department, This guidance, covering the five-year pro-
gram for fiscal years 1988-1992, is the Department's
primary program planning document and represents a
first major milestone in the department's (previously
annual) Planning. Programming. and Budgeting Ss-
tem. In March 1986. the department's Comptroller
issued preliminary instructions for preparation of FY
1988,FY 1989 biennial budget estimates.

3. Commitments tire as unihanginig as resources

tare variable.

Although the availability of resources can never be
totaliy predicted from one year to the next. much less
for a five-year span. commitments appear to remain
fixed for years on end. All US treaty' commitments stem
from the early post-World War If period. These coin-
mitments have survived two Asian wars, countless
minor military skirmishes. Republican and Democratic
administrations of both liberal and conservative stripes.
and Congresses led by both parties. No one has advo-
cated renouncing a single treaty that the United States
has signed with any of its allies, however wayward they
might have been at times. Moreover, the United States
h ,, tz•k,, : itment, to "f'r;,-'!, that often have
even greater force in practice. and in the vocal support
they receive from Congress and the American people.
than treaty commitments.

The relationship with Israel is one example. The
United States has no formal treaty relationship with

Israel. only a series of Executive Agreements on
security cooperation. Nevertheless. US support for
Israel has been manifested not merely in massive levels
of military assistance ($1.8 billion had been proposed
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for fiscal year 1987. and a slighily smaller amount Aas
granted in fiscal year 1986) but also operationally. i.e.,

the airlifted resupply of Israeli forces during the 1973
Middle East War. Since 1979. in the aftermath of the
Camp David accords, the relationship with Egypt has
been virtually coequal in importance in the eves of
many legislators and opinion leaders.

Finally. the relationship with Saudi Arabia has had
many strong proponents both in the administration and
in key sectors of the informed public for a period that
antedates the creation of the State of Israel.

4. Support 1fr 'ominitiments. even if cotlV. an tbe

tino inore variable than Ili/ ('Otlolitinleflt. thein'I. ve,.

Commitments are meaningless unless the, are con-
sistently supported. For example, the United States con-
sistently has rejected Soviet attempts to sever the US

nuclear relationship with the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization (NATO). whatever guises those attempts
may have taken at various times and in spite of tempting
opportunities to reduce defense expenditure as a result.

Thirty years ago the Soviets. with the assistance of
Poland. pressed the Rapacki Plan for a denuclearized
Europe. The resulting landscape would have witnessed
the preponderance of Soviet conventional forces.
unchecked by the Anierican nuclear umbrella, which at
the time supported the policy of massive retaliation.
Later years witnessed proposals for nuclear free zones.
The Nordic nuclear free zone proposal was a classic

example of an attempt to update and, in Soviet terms,
suboptimize. the Rapacki Plan. Under the latter plan
Soviet nuclear forces could have dominated the Nordic

area without ever leaving port. Most recently. the
Soviets have sought to achieve their long-standing goals
by means of the various proposals they have put
forward in Geneva at the Intermediate Range Nuclear
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Forces (INF) talks. Nevertheless. whether their offers
are -eared to reductions commensurate with British and
French missiles or warheads, or are suggestions that the
Allied forces not modernite at all (thereby soon
eliminating those independent deterrents). the goal is
the same: to create a gap in the progressive American
nuclear deterrence doctrine that continues to underpin

the Atlantic Alliance.
The temptation to accept a variant of these Soviet

proposals is difficult to resist at a time when pressures
from a variety of arms control advocates are merged
with the fiscal pressures imposed by a need to control
American deficit levels. Yet succumbing to that tempta-
tion would lead to a more basic questioning of the
American commitment to NATO. and particularly. to
its vulnerability to fiscal vicissitudes on Capitol HJill.
Moreover, it is unlikely that European reaction in turn
would stop at mere questioning. All latent impulses to

press for lower European defense expenditu.es would
merge with emerging neutralist strains. creating tremen-
dous fissures in the very fabric of the Alliance. Only the
Soviets would stand to benefit.

Consistency. moreover, is not in demand in Europe

alone. In the late 1970s. for example. both Northeast
and Southwest Asia witnessed a wavering of the pur-
posefulness with which America stood by friends in
those regions. In one case. that of the aborted Carterite

proposal for the withdrawal of the 2d Infantry Division
from South Korea. the outcome was not an unhappy
one. The proposal itself was said to stem from a desire
to trim defense expenditures. It had been tfreshadowed
in studies by various think tanks prior to the 1976 elec-
tion. Nevertheless (and this case provides an excellent
parable to those who might employ Gramm-Rudman as
an excuse for major adjustments to American military
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posture) the Carter administration could not implement
this policy. Congress itself objected strongl\ to the pro-
posed action and the idea \ka,, uncerenmoniousl\
dropped.

Far less felicitous was America's inabilit6 to pre-
vent the fall of the Shah, or at least to loster a peaceful.
democratic transfer of his poAer. The reerberations of
Amncrica's lack of commitment to Iran %kcre felt cquall.
in Ri~adh and Jerusalem. Furthermore. Southkcst A,-la
became a region of anguish tor Americans as Iran's
tauntine retentio, of American hostages took place \ir-
tuallv simultaneou,,l, with the Sovict invasion ot
SAfghanistan.

Consistenc\ need not mecan blind Support for
recines that themselve, have chhanced their beha\ ior. or
which no loncer can claim the support of the majorit\ of
their populations. It does ho%,.e\er. mean a readiness to
support those forces most likely to produce a more dem-
ocratic society for their people. Such support. and the
readiness to exert it. maN or may not require military
means. Yet those means must he available in case the\
are called upon. as in the case of (Grenada.

Previously noted examples of the need t'or consis-
tency. whether with respect to intermediate nuclear
forces in [urope or infantry units in South Korea. only
begin to hint at the variety of resources, required day-to-
day to render credible America's commitments to her
allies. friends. and overseas interests.

At one end of the ,pectrum of military torces, is,
America's strategic nuclear deterrent. Parad hsicallý . the
combination of land- and sea-hased ballistic InisSilh.,
,,tratcgic bomber,, l iicludinc cruise missile carriers").
and the command, control. and comm0 u nicat ions C(C
that support them. are the subject of never-ending crit-
icism from budget cutters, ev•n though they comprise
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less than 15 percent of annual detCn'.,C budgct,+

Moreoer. if effectiveness were measured on the basis
of firepo%%er alone, strategic nuclear forces %%ould out-
strip all other systems in cost etfectiw.ne,,s. To be sure.
debate about these forces frequently takes place %%ithin
the context of efforts to implement an arms control
regime. Nevertheless, there is a persistent undercurrent
of discussion relating to the cost of these systenms.
Measured in absolute per-unit costs, these systems are
indeed expensive, though. as noted above, taken
together they comprise a far lower percentage of the
budget as a whole.

At the other end of the spectrum of militar\
capability lies a set of forces that likewise has been the
center of controvery: special operations forces iSOF).
As in the case of strategic nuclear forces, the cost of
SOF is nowhere near commensurate with the
capabilities they engender. For example. in fiscal \ear
1987 less than 2 percent of the Department of Defense
budget was expended on these units.

Nevertheless, as with strategic nuclear forces.
questions of cost are interwoven w ith questions of pol-
icy in SOF budget debates. In some quarters. they are
anathema. They conjure up images closely associated
with Vietnam, as if SOF were in some direct way
responsible for the course of events that took place
there. In other quarters, they represent an inordinately
large expenditure on inordinately small forces. Again.
as with strategic forces, this second argument is cou-
ched in terms of absolute per-unit cost. Both perspec-
tives overlook the critical values of SOF--their cost-
effectiveness in ensurine that conventional conflicts are
contained at the earliest possible stages, as well as in
acting as a significant multiplier for the capabilities of
conventional forces.
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It strategic nuclear forces suffer from a surfeit of
analysis and measurement-in the absence (and
hopefully, continuing absence) or empirical e',idcnce.
SOF suffers from the opposite. Unconyentional forces
confer benefits that defN conentional measurenent.
That SOF may be the bane of systems anal\ st in no
way diminishes their importance.

In the past tewA years, special operations forces
plaed a very important role both in British operations

in the South Atlantic and in US combat on Grenada.
The common element in both these operations 'Aas t(he
brevitv of time available to planners, the militar "s
unfamnliarit, , ith local terrain, and a resulting need for

smllmal units to provide reconnaissance and other special
mission capabilities. These needs are likel, to grow. in
future: there is still no tried-and-true method for predict-
ing where US forces might next ha\.e to operate. The
tmost reliable prediction about future contingencies is
that they will be unpredictable. Special operations
forces represent one hedge against the ine\itabilit\ of
uncertainty.

Other forces, of course. also proide a hedge
against the uncertainty of future scenarios. Naval forces
are a prime example of the type of hedge that tlexibilitN
confers. Carrier-based firepo\%er has long been tecoc-
nized as a source of mobile support to alliance commit-
ments. For this reason tile carriers of the 6th [feet
embody the US Commitment to deploy carriers to assist

in the defense of Europe within 4X hours of the onset of
a conflict. The origins of that conflict, its time and
locale, cannot be foreseen. Carriers are sufficiently

mobile to be available, in \.halever context militarN
planners deem necessary, at the appropriate locale.
within the allotted time. In effect, their flexibility is the
antidote to the uncertainty of the contingency to which
they would respond.
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FHembilitx Is not) tolr that matter limited it) carriers
or to the L'S Na\ \ Battleship,,. esct'::, Nuhnarines".
support ships. and an \ iarN unit,, all embod\ different

aspects of the Naxx 's flembl-itx. while light dix isions.
airl itt and seal ift forces,, and tactical axLation ConlstitutC
other formis of- US mit itar\ tiexibil it\ I iLeht dkim sons
are most amenable to rapid transportabilm it\b air. The
t'A~o ne~k actixe Arim. Ilict dix isions, as "xell as their
reserve counterparts. haIve been tailored to facilitate air-
lift not onl\ b\ (i-5)s. but bx [the smaller and tar more
numerous C- 141s [he airlift fleet i,, orowing due to thle
acquisition of- additional C- 5s~ and KC- 1t0 tankers, both
of' which "ill enhance thle transport oil the "outsiie-
equipment associated Iw h armored and miechanil/ed
divisions,. as \xell as \A ith x arious support unit,,. 1'nallx.
the additional sealilt capabilitx . including the ACquL1si -

tion and modification of fast shipping to a roll-on roll-
offt configuration, supports, a more rapid resUpplý (It
major Items of all si/cs anrd %olutmes. The responlsive-
ness of all of' these units, is critical nvt merely for assist -
In,- an all\ under attack or threat ot attack. Flexibilit Is
a pimerful deterrent to a xý ould-be aggressor. and, as
such. under'A rites multiple U'S commitments it) a host ot

friends, and allies 'A orld'A ide.

Acting U pon the Four Principles:
The Polic-Y-Program Linkage

For L'S defense pol ic\ to he credible, it must hax e

forces and \Aeapons adequate it) its military needs. Hle\-
ible forces certainly ease the absolute burden 0f military
requirements. but onlN to a limited extent. [-'or examnple.
the commitment to support NATO( Luropc 'A th 10] dix i-
sions with 10] days of* 'Aarninii2 of an Impending attack
includes, in part. prepositioned materiel t P( N1(LS)
and forward- based land units,, neither of' which are
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Asia are tho: ýrct teal Ix redeplox able troni one theater to
another: opcrationallx, hoxxever. thle\ must he onadik-
eyed si tionarx \ý.ithin thle N'ortheast Asian theater.

In piactice. therefore. UjS torce,, m1ust comb1111C ine -

mcnt', that are f~lexible, in terms of' deplox abilitx and
adaptabilmit) t different types of ,ccnm-io,,. and ot(her-,
that are more ( though not necessar6 l exeusi elvi) on -

ented to the demand" of, a since contineenex . More-
ox cr. both tr pes of force,, require x"cll-traincd and
inot xated personnel. provided -,kith hardxý%ae that is, no
lessý capable than that which a1 potential1 1d11rsr211gt
deploy . Obtaining the rCequikite personnel cal Is, for pay

and benefits, to attract and retain them and sUtfio:i0ntl
superior train ing to ensure they canl operate cltectivcl\
on the battletiCILd (btaHininc1 the requisite hardxx are

inovsa never-end inc research and dcxc lopinent
effo rt ()or mo re e fletCI Cix quipYineiii; procKuremen it of the
iosi modern systems, in adeq-Uate nmberlfs: acquisit] on

of spares, and xx ar reserx es to ensurfe sustainahilitx: and
Maintenance of an intc,-rated locistic sxseito Support
their operation.

The ingredient,, that contribute to efftectixe forces
remain xal id xewn in the (iranim1- Rudinan era. Lx cry
one of thosec i ngredients. for example. contriuted to the
stiecelssful operation on IS April 1 986 against Libyan
military fac:ilities, associated xý ith terrorist activities,. The
riava aircraft thait Undertook suiisso nissions . a,

ýkell as the A--6s that struck tar-Cets on Libya s northeast
coast, wecre part of a larger naval force that Hd tided
carriers, escor-ts, and other ships,. [he pilots of the F-
I Ss and the A- 7s,. as, well as of the Air Force F- I IlIs
that struck at tajr~cts in northwXest Libya were hichly,
mjotivajtedI and( well tra ined professionalsý. [he aircraft
required fi rst -rate mechanical and logistic support---- in



Ictchnv I',h Ii~ and PruýramN. im the Gramm-n,bnaR1~~n 1-1 24i

the case of' the F- Ill s. they had to be aerialfk ret uCled
tour times durnn' their mission. Again, the personnel
involed in thes- activities required motixation and
training, of' thle highest order. The .%eaponis that kkere
fired at the Targets wkere products of Amierica's most
recent .suc(-essf'ul development cfftorts: the HARMI anti-
radiation missile and Pavewkav 11 laser-1!uided bomb1sb.
T[he s~stemis that provýided airborne support for the
attack aircraft included carrier-based F- l4s. \,\hich.
,,kith their own hig-hly sophisticated AWG-9 radars. and
full\ active Phoenix missile', provided air co~ cr: Na\ \

E--2Cs. "~hich furnished additional early \Aamning and
battle mnanaemnent: and Nayý v lA-6B3s and Air Force

j LF-1 Ills for electronic support. The 6th Flect remained
protected, as, in the earlier -ibyan operation. by it,, o% ii
shiphorne systems. including the sophisticated AEGIdS
air defense system,. which, like Harpoon. is unrivalled
in any other fleet. IntegratingL thtcse operations and ss
tenisl required excellent command, control. cominlunica-
tions, and intelligence (C'l). Nothine less could havýe
su~fficed to ensure precision coordination of a tý%o-
pronged attack bN aircratt originating at different point.,
aind transitinue vastly different ranees.

The Lib\an enuagernents also hichlighted t\,o
other polic,,-related factors that Giramm- Rudmnan a
not, %kill not, and cannot chane. First,. ,s al read\
noted, threats, requiring a military response cannot
entirely, he foreseen. Mokreover they need not inmolve
the Soviet U nion dlirect l\ The L~ibvan threat ito L SI
interests emereed at short notice: Soviet forces In the
Medliterranean remained squiescent. Second. all other
potential threats, to those interests remained Un-
dimlinished even as, the 6th Fleet and the F - I 1 Is,

en caLced the Lihbxans, Put another \% av. the F ibvan
encounter represenltedl both a kec cexample of the need
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for credible and responsive forces. and a microcosm,, of
the different sorts of expenditures that comprise the
defense budget.

"The defense program in the Gramm-Rudman era
must of necessity remain roughly similar to the one that
existed prior to the introduction of deficit reduction lee-
islation. US forces remain bound both to support com-
mitments that have not changed and to defend against
threats to those interests that continue unabated. Unless
the United States is prepared to renounce commitments
decades old, and thereby fundamentally overhaul the
entire political basis upon which its defense strategy has
been built since World War II. (ramm-Rudman w ill not
bring about changes in the defense program planning
commensurate to those it is likel' to encender in other
areas of US Government activity.

i m i ~ mm •I



Part III

US FORCES
AND WEAPONS
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THE DECISIVE ROLE
OF LANDPOWER IN
US NATIONAL SECURITY
William 0. Staudenmaier

It HAS B-t\N CLEAR, at least since America"s
entry into World War II that unified military action is
necessarN to success in modern %%arfarc. Joint or unified
rnmilitary operations-the coordinated direction of land.
sea. and air forces toward a common objective under a
single militar, cominander--has been national security
doctrine for over 40 years. The importance of an indi-
vidual Service in a given mnilitarv operation ,aries
depending upon the mission that must he accomplished.
For example. the Air Force and Navy ha\c been used
often in situations short of war. but when the President
wishes to signal the irrevocable commitment of the
nation, then Arm\ forces are indispensable.

In the event of war. the decisive element is the
Army supported by the Air Force and Navy. Hanson \W.

Baldwin stated the case this way:
the u,'m!ate obhectike in \ ar is, man hii,.cll You ml Ina%
approach his final citadel by sea or air or land. But i is mail
.ou must conquer. If you do not conquer iian his bod\. his
rmind, his spirit - your control of great sea spaces and .ast air
space mniay he futile ... The uhtimate objective of l ,ar,
betwst een men is men. The pentilt imatC objectivec is land- the
other fello,'s land and what is on and beneath it.`

Admiral Joseph C. Wylie. in his treatise on strate-
gic theory, agrees that the soldier is the crucial element
in the strategic equation:

249
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there is ofttered as a fourth basic assumptlon tor strateic
planning foundation the follosking: The uthimate dt'lrmniin(1i
in iv "r the maon oi th' scent' with ai .i1 ... lie determines

xho " ins . after ,,hatever dcastation and destruction ma,
he inflicted on an enenm . if' the stratecgist is, forced to strime
tor final and ultimate control. he must establish, or mu,,t pres-
ent as an inevitable prospect. a man on the scene %, ith a gun.
"This is the soldier.

Yet, the Arnwy's decisive role in war is currently
being underestimated in the deliberations that lead to the
allocation of resources to the Services. In a period oif
expanding defense resources. the Arm\ 's share of the
defense budget has contracted. In 1975. "hen the
Armx's stabilied end strcoth "as arbout 780•.0)•.
where it still remains today, the Army \ share of the

defense budget was about 25 percent, In fiscal \ear
1984. the Army's share had dropped to 23 percent.
despite an increase in Soviet land forces and an expan-
sion of US strategic conmmitments." Further. the decline
in the Army's share of defense resources occurred while
the Reagan administration x, as making every, effort to
strengthen general-purpose forces in particular and Con-

gress was a willing partner in the trillion-dollar-plus
program to revivify defense in general. Now that the
nation seems less willing to allocate the funds the

administration believes are needed for defense, it is
appropriate-indeed urgent ---to argue for the resources
needed to ensure that US landposx er remains adequate
as the decisive element in x arfare.

To nut the essential requ, irements for anl effectike
landpower capabilit\ into strateLic context, the lolIlow-
inc analysis reviews the stratecic enm ironnilent. identify-

ing major US national interests and the threats to them.
Next. the US national militar, strategy is examined.

focusing on the role of the Arnmy in that strategy. Then.
"e consider the land force programs needed to support
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the strategy. Finally. this paper offers some thoughts on
hoA to alleviate the major shortfalls that ine% itablv arise
from a consideration of requirements and capabilities,

Strategic Environment

The national security debate that has been prominent
throughout the Reagan administration is. in the final
analysis, caused by the imbalance between strategic
capabilities and strategic needs. Strategic needs, or
requirements. are established through an analýsis of the
strategic environment. wNhich leads to the identification

of US national interests and commitments. To establish
how much military capability is required to secure these
interests and commitnents, threats must be assessed and
strategies and defense pulicies formulated to deal \ith
them. The dynamic interaction of these factor,, leads, in
turn. to judgments on the size of the armed forces,
required to carry out the strategies. Typically. this
approach results in a gap between what is needed and
what is available.

The development of defense policy and of military
strategy should not be based on the premise that a par-
ticular Service should be dominant. Neither should pol-
icy or strategy strive for balanced forces it that is taken

to mean that each Service should receive an equal share
of the defense budget. Equally. policy and strategv
should not be based on some estimate of ý%hat \xe think

we can afford at some nebulous level of risk. Rather.
the size and structure of eac:h Service should derive !
from the strateyv itself, which. in turn, is a function of

the threat to US national interests. As Secretar\ of
Defense Weinberger has argued.

the logic of defense planning Should he clear. "he need for
militar\ forces arises from U.S, security interests and comn-
mitnients. These interest,, are threatened bh adversaries in
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\+a\s that create contingencies that U.S. force,, must he able
to meet. Defense polico .iudgients, about the manner and
method of U-S. repo nses arc translated into requirements for
specific forces that are designed to provide the necessar\,
capability at the lowest cost.'

In common with other nations, the United States
has four basic national interests it must protect.' First.
the United States must ensure its survival both as a
nation and as a people with their fundamental political
values and institutions intact. The United States is no
longer superior to the Soviet Union in strategic nuclear
capability However. neither superpower currently or
in the near future will have the capability to launch a

strategic nuclear attack without the prospect that it

would receive a devastatine nuclear counterattack in
return. This balance of terror not only stabilizes the stra-
tegic nuclear balance but also increases the importance
ot conventional forces. While the Soviets can threaten
US survival with their nuclear arsenal, there is no con-
pelling evidence to suggest that the\ believe it in their
interest to risk nuclear war. Deterrence should therefore
remain stable as long as the U'nited States ensures that
the Soviets do not attain a first-strike advantage and do

not achieve a unilateral breakthrough in ballistic missile
defense technoloLv.

Second, at present. our territorial integritv is not
seriously threatened. The oceans that separate the
United States from the Eurasian landmass remain effec-
tive barriers to conv+entional invasion, it not to nuclear
attack. As ong as the nation does not neglect its armed
forces, it need have little concern for the safety of its
base area. Recent developments in the Caribbean

together with the increase in international terrorism tar-
geted at 1IS interests are vtorrisome, however.

Third, maintenance of a high standard of living
requires access to trading partners and critical resources.
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The West is dependent on strategic rax,, materials. gen-
erally located in areas "here theN are subject to inter-
ruption by insurgencies. intraregional conflict, and
terrorism. Threats to the West', suppl, of critical min-
erals are frequently sponsored by or taken ads antauc ot
b\ the Soviet Union. Man\ of these threats,. hox,\ e\ er.
are indigenously inspired or caused b, the in'dabilit\ n
the Third World and have no relation to Lasl-\cest
rivalry.' The loss of access to these vital resource,.
howe\er, and for x, hatever reason. wouId hil\ c a
damaging effect on the L'S economs, and national
security.

The fourth national interest is the maintenance of a
faworable world order in k'hich contemporary American
values cannot only survive, but can liourish. 'This trans-
lates into policies and strategies that will assure that no
nation or group of nations can establish hegemonV oer
Western Europe or Japan. This task is complicated b\
the erosion of the simple bipolar Aorld of tihe recent
past with the emergence of regional and subregional
centers of powker that attempt to manipulate superpo%\er
relationships to their advantage. This has also resulted
in greater political, economic, and military interdepend-
ence among nations.

"Two other emercinc trends also illfluencC the
development of strategy and force structure in the near
term. The first is the export of" militant Islamic Funda-
mentalism by clerical leaders in Iran. Islamic revolu-
tionary fervor in the Middle East threatens to provide a
transnational vehicle for the overthrowk of legitimate
secular regimes from Morocco to Pakistan. The second
trend of strategic significance is the increase in politi-
cally inspired terrorism in Western Europe. the Middle
East. and the Caribbean, with its probable extension
soon to North America. The terrorist threat is made
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more dangerous b,. Its use as a violent tool of foreign
polics ký governments such as Libya, Syria. and fran."

The challenge to US policy-makers and strategists
.is to protect v ital interests in Europe and Japan A ithoUt
jeopardizimin interests elsewhere that are more seriously
threatened, and to do this in such a "av so as not ito
increzuse the likelihood of nuclear war. [-he Sov iet
Union is and w~ill remnain the principal threat. although
not the only one. Moreoxer. the Kremlin has increased
its military capabilities with an unprecedented buildup
over the last 20) vears. makine, it difficult tor the United
States ito narro\N the g-ap in some important areas despite
the Reagan defense budget increases."

Because of -ceopolitical and historical tactors.
ho~x.ever. the Soviet Union has structured its for.ces in
%4ays that initieate some of' their apparent adx antaues.
EFor one thin,-. the USSR is ai continental povxer. and it
has shaped its armied forces to f'ig-ht in Europe. Ti
Luropean-oriented force structure is characteri~ed b\

its emphasis upon armiored dix iions, and miechanjied.co-
hijied arms teams ... ithe lar,-,. readily miohilited resers e
!t wee it maintains to aun ment s ubpar di \Iisnns: its reliance on)
preplanned. tacICal1 air strikes ito estend the range of artiller\
..its poor ratio otf leet -Nupport ships tki e inhattan t s %% hi e

ads ersel\ let oyitna sustaining cprbifltits, and a

Obviot'! Iy. !bis force struICture. together wkith (the
proximity of the Sov iet armies to NATO's v ital areas.
provides it wAith major advantages in Europe. But the
sarne heavy armored formiations will be difficult to
deploy to theaters far removed from Central Europe.
Mk,ýeover. these ponderous armored formations are not
effective aeainst insuri-2ents. who launch their attacks,
from inhospitable terrain -a fact that the Soy i's lace
daily in) Afiehanistan. Hence the paradox that laces
Soviet elobal strateg'ists. The Soviet Union is. %\ell



org ani/ed and equipped to fight ý%ars that haxc a ver\
low probabilit' . in areas like Central tLurope1. Northeast
and Southwest Asia. "here the Red Arm, \ cnm walk to
w ork. But it hz.s a limited capability to project torce ii

the more likely areas ot superpow, er controntation in the
Third World. In those areas. consequently, the threat to
US interests is posed by indigenous forces. perhaps sup-
ported by Soviet economic, political, or militar\ aid. It
is clear then that the US strateg\ must have capable and

flexible forces to mneet threats. Soviet and inldicenou,,.
across the spectrum of conflict on a global scale

The Changing ,N'ature of

Military Strategy

To the demands that the international en\ironment
makes on the strategist striinu to field armed torces
effective against a wide array ot threats at the lo\cst
possible cost must be added the complic.ations brought
on by the changing nature of war. The modern e\peri-
ence with war has been within the great-poAer svstemn.
in vogue since the Treaty ot Westphalia in 1648. The
international system that evolved as a result of that
treat, reconmized that , ar w&as an instrument and a
monopoly of the state. Wars were wkaged betw een regu-
lar professional armies: civilian noncombatant casualties
were generally low. This system worked fairly %ell
until Napoleon democrati/ed war with the lev'ee en

masse, which tended to make wars it tal. When the
managerial genius and technological advances oi the
industrial revolution were added to this democratic Itr-
vor. wars became much more deadly affairs.

Even with these evolving changes in the nature of
war. the aim of strategy--the defeat of the enem\

army---remained steadfast. Although wkars became more
dangerous to those in uniform, the civilian population



%as largelN exempt from its more lethal tols' But.
o,%ith World War 1, the conmentiofl that protected civi-
tans from the more extreme hazards of \xar beuani to
break do~kn. In 1928. Winston Churchill \krote.

The entire population in One caipait M or a not her too k part iii
the ýkar. all %%ere equall\ the object (it attack. Hih air opened
path,, along A hich ýeatli and terB or Could be e~arnied tar behind
thle line,, of thle actUal armie11s. to oi~wiin. children, the ac-ed.
the sick. '\ ho in earlier stru- ILCs %Nould perforce ha~ c beeni
left untouched.II

About the same time that Guilio IDouhet. Ilut,-h
"Trenchard. and Bil l\ MIitchell "e rc dcx eloping, their
theories of' strate e ic air bombardmnent, MIao Fse -tune-
, as de'~eloping, his thcoro, of- 12n~ierilla xý arfare. also
desi ened to attack the fabric of socictix So. in a matter
of 20) wars. t\,\ Oof' thle fundamental pillars ot the -. a
s\ SteInf Aere undermined War \,%as no lonter at
monopol\ of the state. and societ\ wias no lont-er
exempt from the rax ages ol xx ar.

If* this Ac re not enough to complicate the Ii xes of
stratete ist s nexx techno lo,- v in the form of- their-
nionuclear Axeapons married to supersonic intercontineri-
tal ballistic missiles made matteits xx orse. For the
nuclear superpoxxcrs it became difficult to fight \kars
even over v ital interest,,. The threat to use force -rathter
than its actual use--becamne the sine qua non, leadi tie to

the eerneqence oft coeircixe diplomacy or crisis m1analce-
inent. This t\ pe of' -x arfare- is eharaeteri/ed b\ its

Stromtlg Political and diplomnatic content, Its use ol lim1-
tited mecans in measured xx axs, and the close control of

r1ateg ic (and xcr\ often tacticail options b\ cix ilian
pol ic\ -makers.

Va result ot thie chaneine- nature ot xxNar. the mod-
ernl state Must be prepared to) pursue three main themeiis
of strateex, to secure its national interest. First .sic



nations still usc \ý ar it) rcsol\ c political di'.pueN. (fth
stratc,_i st in ust ha'.e plans and foices that ) ill enable his
COUntr\ ito particip a It. in clIassic a I ý ar\, ini ý% hIllh the
objectic eIs the destruction Ot the cneici\ aimed torkes
The Iran-I'raq War, the Falkland,, War, and the se~eral
Arab-Israeli wars are eviamples of this t\ pe. \, hit.h %ec
shall call conventional strateg\ .Second. the strategist
must also be able ito counter acti~ ities aimed at dest-)\-
in,- the social fabric of the nation. This catecor\
include,,. paradoxicall\ . both strategic nuclear %kar and
unconxentiow~l A4ar--- terrorism and guerrilla ýkar both
ot wkhich have as their tareet society or the social truIc-
ture. F\amples (it his I\pe ol ,irate,-\ are US efforts in
V'ietnam and El Salvador. insuroenc\ inl the southern
Philippines. and French operations Iin Algeria. 'Ihese \ýe
" ill call social strategic,,. because their focus Is oni
society. [inallx . the staeitmust be able ito orches-
trate the use or threcatened use ot force inl '.11Itua ion
short of %%at. Action,, b\ the tUnited States duirinLe the
Cuban Missile Crisis in 190)2 andi the US operations
aLeainst L~ibva in I1980 are examples of coercive diplo-
macv-the use of force in situat ion,, short ot %%at. These
three stralteic tNxpoogiesI and the torce structures, the\
imply clearly affect the suec and composition of the
landpower component ol the defense establishment.

The United States has also changed the %%a\ in
\xhich it seeks, to sec-!re its national interests. In the past
85 vears. the United States has evoked fromt heini! a
younrig nation asserting! Itself. seeking, perfection in its

sceyand institutions, to one that is more mature.
chietly concerned with maintaining its, place in a mnore
violent. complex, and interrelated w,\orld. The initial
condition necessitated bold action, initiative, and oppor-
tunilty: present circumstances require caution and reac-
tion il mnaintaining the status quo. As evridence of this



"shift IL S n at io)na I ,ratIe,-x in the pos t-\\ or Id Wa r 11
Sorid has einphasi/ed co ntainmuent arid deterrence Ihle

t nited States has SOuI,-ht ito deter nuclear arid c/ oi\en-
torial ýkar [In EuLrope. arid Northeast and South mcst

Asia. Its role lin rrilla and terrorist carimpaicri has
been eon fined to uteirurnc--nddeferisi e
actions to pre'w nt terrorism- issistine, lriendl L\ e~crii-
merits to resist such threats. lin the case of usimie force
short of1 ý ar. the evidence is, imied. lii some cases, the
1United States has acted boldIN and quickl\, as in the
Cuban Missile Crrsi, In 1961 and Grenada in l983.
Other t imres. c aut ion vx as the rule,. as in the Pucb/i
affair in I1908 and Angola. 1975.`

[he current mnilitarN strateev of the Lnited States Is
deterrence - -both of stratcuic nuclear .%ar arnd of mrajor
corixertiorial 'ý ar lit Europe and thle Far List. N uclecar
de terrenrce is, aclire x d b% mainrtaijL 1 1C r~i r able
nuclkJear torc.es able it) retaliate arid detastate ami
attacker. Coricoriuitant IN. the U'nited States ,c,,Ks.
through arms control negotiationis. a miove stable nuc lear
balance at loxmer force le\ els. The cori ertitonal nuitar\
strateev is based on a strong riet\ork of alliances. w thi
special emphasis on Western liurc~pe and Northeast
Asia. \Nhere US forces, are tormard-deplo\ed ito demon-
strate Amierican resolve. T'hese tormard-deplow d units
are backed by reintiorciric elements locate' InI the Unrited
States that are criticall dependent on the Reserve Coim-
ponients to round out the active forces. 'I his strateev

involves a hir~h lev~el of air and sea niobilit\ ,preposi-
tioned equipmient. intermediate staging,~ bases, and host-
nation support ito allo%% reiniforcemient of' forwkard-
deplowed forces arnd quick response to contint-encies in
the Third World. III addition to to,- ard-deploved air
arid land forces, the Pacific and Atlantic fleets facilitate
for the United States arid its allies access to global
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and 1c0eamc 11,01 (ih lie Sm\ ict L nimmn and it', allices.
in a hm~-nc'ikx~ ar Its mnator cnnccrn \%a' it) iminpic-
nicnelt commn Cltim'ti.' '.tralco:L\ in E~urompe. Noirtheas.t As.ia.
and Sotimnt sc't Asia nmnyhca" di\ is'.mln' tha1 ,1 ýkilmnd
ti,-ht mnIOunt(cd anld ImiL-htcr intantr\ dfi\m.'.imns that xkomnid
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"loimmhckl a :actic.l dclcn'c that \wummld mmi the I mr'.t haticl
thimmitoui auttition I hc rcfmmmrcmmmcmt' tit 1100,11 al .tatcc\
\\ Mlld be mMC1 h.\ 'PCcI'al hircc'Cs and thc XS2ndl Al-\mrhmrnc



DI~ix isbn %WoIdd he Used h\ the \tni\ III s1ituations short
of \k ar.

Al\ aboutl the samec time. thle Atmi\ embharked on its

Imost almbitIOLA CCqwlpmen~t mioderniuationl proc-raim since
W\orld \'Var 11. Its nceý eqUipilent inlcluded thle Ahlraims
tank, the lnfantr\ Fij chlime Vehicle (the Bradle\ ) . the
Patriot Air Defense S\steni and Apache and Black-
ha"~k helicopters. T hen, t~ko events, occurred that

chanced the entire thrust of the ANrim programs to Su~p-
port the national milIitarv strategy."' The first w\as thle
de ~e lopmnent of Airl-and Battle doct rine. First
announced in 1 982. the niew doctrine shifted the x% av
the Army would I~i ht in hihitniycombat. [he
lie\% doctrine is desiened to defeat Sov'iet forces in a
European conflict. althouch11 it has applicahiloit in othet
situations that require the iryt) destroy an opposiney
armv. The strateLex has heen described this was:

Forces. Linder Airl~and Battle. \ill NCi/e tile initiati\e thr-OUch'
aI \wilent diisruptioni-destutioný11)T seCquenCeIZ1L and I thet deat
ncricm forces inl detail. Relsin g on rapid seCiIIC ure nd retelt i in

of, the tactical imiraw c AirI and Battle seek,,. hiiOn eh
mianetis er. to ciinlront the enelM '', CeNI1Cace iorces %ki oh
unfloreseen threcats motre rapidly than the\ canl react it) them.,
sý hile SlImultaneOUslx disrupting, anid destros inc the reinh orc-
Ing echelons uIpon sý hich he depends Ibr i.ctorx 9'

AirL-and Balttle has shifted the emphasis fromt the
division commander as the primlary warfiizhter to thle
corps commander. s\ hich effectively nmoes the comn-
niander's level of interest fromt the tactical level to thle

operational. the doctrine is, ;aneu\ r-oriented andI
considers, the close battle as well as the deep battle and
the rear battle. Although It considers both offense and
defense of equal importance. its preference is clearly tor

telensis e operations,.
Fihe other majo r es enl affecting, the post- Vietrnam

Arim occurred in 191 1)X Im response ito thle chaneline
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stratec ic env ironment and the perc~eption that loxx-
intensitx conflict in the Third World areas xx as inercas-
in,_. senior Arim leaders saxx a need tor rapidix deplo -
able lieht intfantrx% forces, The result xkas a decision to
increase the num111ber of' l ight dix j ionls. iiclAudinc, txx o
new dix isions that xx Ould he AddedA in the midst of the

ongonimodrnh/ation pro-oran. AThese chances x crc ito
be acc~omplished xx hi le hold inc Arim end sttrcii,-,Ih at

The nlexx licht intantr\ dixisions1-- - units that could
deploN quiick l\ to trouleN Npots ito put out brusht ire ýxxars,
before thex expanded --hlcped sa s\the need,, of
Social ,trale2\ and coereix e diplomlacy The I .~t
mlan unit xx as deindto he rapidly deploý1ahle In50
(*-- 141 sorties, TFhe lihiAi dix ision has, the c.apabi Iit'\ to
ficht extensi el at ni: uht: Its, m1,issons include0 defense
o I kex mountain pse.antitank defense inl restrictted
terrain, raids, aind hlichorne operations,. rear-area Protec-
tion. and clearing aind defense of urban areas, or-
restr:eted terrain. Norinall\ a lieht dixision x\\ill he
emnployed as part of any arms\ ~or-ps or, joint task force.
althouich it could he useCd independently

T-he I icht division's stratec ic f'lexhihf it and m1obil -
itx are accompanied by several limwations. First. fihe
lic!ht division's battlefield mohilitx Is restricted.
although it can move the assault eleiu''nts of' one of its,
nine infanrim battalions by either xxNheeledkx \chides, or-
Blaekha\xxk helieop ipter Sectond. it has, I iriiied arti llerx
support (105mm hox% itier.s and mortars) x% hen operat inc

4Xhuso prtos le xhihi uth euindependenik. Third. it carries, onlk e10Il nou 7i'Ilh' sp le or

plied h\ some outside acen,.\ . i na~l . it doe' nol~ ha\
a forced-enrylr capability. Lithei it nils be einplo\ ed InI
a perinissIi: e enx iro11nmen Or it must11 be part olfilhe
folloxx -upl eIchlon. deplox Ing~ after .intphibiou.s orfair-
bornec troops, haxc ýecmk seneandinc or entrx aicas,. None



of these limiitations is fatal, but the combat Nversatil ii\ of
the Li oht inf'antrN Diý vis'ion is much less than that of
other A\rmy divisions.

Lx en before it pursued its light infantrN initiative.
oril inal lN justified onl the basis of a capabilIit to fiuht in
lo&-i ntens it y en vi roniments, the Arm\ begani to
strengthen its special oper-ations forces 50kF) "Ihese
forces can he emnplo~ed under circumstances in xx hich
laree conventional forces maNd be a political liabilit\ . A,,
currently organized in one spec ial operations command.
SOF co'nsist of eight Special Forces Groups. four Ps\-
chofogical Operations (Psyops) Groups. and txxo Special
Operations A.\ iaiion Batlos hr is also oneI Rane-er Regiment. consisting of three battalions and one
Civil Affairs Battal ion from tile active forces and three
Civi Atfairs Commands in thle Arnw Reserve. Ox eral I.
the reserv e components prox ide 50 percent of the spe-
cial forces and 90( percent of the Psxops and ci\ if affairs
units.

The Armyv is currentlx structUrine, a 2X--division
force. These units can operate throughout the spectrum
of conflict and the special operations, force is especially
wxell suited for lowA-intensity \xxartare. D~ivisional units
include 14 heavy armor and mechanized divisions tai-
lored for use in Eurasia. 6 multipurpose inf'antry dix-
sions. 5 light divisions able to respond quickl\ in crisis
situations. and I each airborne, air assault, and likgh-
technoloc,ý division. The latter combines a high delcree

of tactical mobil it\ with strong firepoxxer.1
The restructuring hats been achieved xk ithout an

increase in active-comlponent end strength. which has
allowxed the Army to pursue moderniz.ation and sus-
tainabilit\ programs that have inproved readiness. Still
the nexx force structure requires g~reater reserve comlpo-
nent participation than before. For example. of the 28



diN isions. I10 are Armv. National Guard units iI light, 5
intantrv. 2 armor, and 2 mechanized). Moreover. 5 ot
the IS actixe divisions are assigned I National Guard
"'round-out" brigade. There are also other separate bri-
eades and cavalry squadrons provided by the reserve
components. Within this overall structure, the reserve
components provide more than 5O percent of the combat
and combat support function of the Army. T [his inte-
oration of active and reserve functions--the Total Force
Concept -- has changed the way the Army does busi-
ness. Since the concept t, as introduced in 1973. the
Army has relied on the availability of its reserve compo-
nents when developing Army support for joint or com-
bined contingencies.

This transfer of missions and functions from the
active component to the reserve component has several
important implications. First. if "roundout" or support
forces are not mobilized. the Army will not be read\' to
perform its combat missions. Crisis situations \ill
therefore require an early mobilization decision by the
National Command Authoritv. This may or may not
send the p:oper signal in a crisis. Second. if the reserve
components must deploy to combat rapidly, then these
units must be highly trained and equipped to the same
lexel as the active torces. That is not the case toda\.
Third. it will be important to exercise mobilization pro-
cedures to ensure that the reserve units can meet their
deployvabilitv dates. All of this demands time and
money, time on the part of the reservists and money
from the active army to provide the equipment and
training necessary to achieve and maintain the requisite
level of readiness."

Of' equal importance to the force structure changes
is the Army's equipment modernization eftort. (See
table I. ) The central thrust of equipment modernization



is to provide %%.hat is needed to make AirLand Battle
doctrine \,%ork. The modernization pace shixx s under the
fiscal \ear 1987 budeet. xkhlch \Aill dela\ fielding, of
soync of the Aecapons needed to make AirLand IBattlc
fullx effectiv.e. The ArmxN is onix ahout mildx ax in its
inoderniiation of' the forces that xý ould first confront i
Soviet blit/krei-, and is onlx hecinnjng to buy.1 thc es
tcms that .k ill disrupt the reint'orcinge echelons."

MOdernil/ation is also concerned %kith warfare at
thc lomer end of' the conflict spectrunv111 Although recog-
nized as a v ital issue, doctrinc for low-intensity, xarfare.
xx hich includes countcrinsuricencv and counterterrorism
operation,,. is not as well-devloped as, AirLand Battle.
As a *onseqUencc. the equipment needed to support
such operations has not been comnpletelx defined.
Nevertheless, some itemns that wkould assist .in counter-
ingy terrorism and insurgencies have been identified.
Lighter equipment that is more easil\ deplox able. vehi-
cles-both armored and whecled--that are extremncx
mobile, equipment that \,,ill enable the soldier to acquire
tarcets at nitih-t. and heavy miobile mortars--all are cur-
rently under de\x lopmecnt or already in procurement.
Some systemis needed for this important Army mission.
ho\xe\er. have either been deleted from the budget or
delay.ed. The Armored Gun Systemn. %khich %xould hjvc
Mou nted a gun capable of' killing tanks on a light
armored vehicle, \%as cancelled during the D)epartment
of Df cfense fiscal year 1987 budeet review. This wkould
have been an excellent capabi litN for light inf'antry
f'orces fitchtinLc aieainst more heavily equipped [hird
World forces. Another item equally Useful in counterter-
ror or countermnsurvency situations, as wNell as in more
conventional operation,,. is the LUX t(Light Helicopter
Experimental). The Armin's light helicopter force, used
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Table I
Ground Forcc SI%terns Mod~ernization

ABRAMS IUmik Maljn l3.Iir I'.ink
MCWAV 1,111 3 ik I d Ban IC 1,1nk1 pn 'duLt

m iprovc mcrii

BRADLE[Y Fnzhtmni \chjclcs lntlanlrv arid cat\ alr\ ljhit-iwt

I 6t 0 Bl,,\(KHA%%K Utilt\im 1clic opler
AH--(" APACHE Attack hclmcoptcr

M\tuIPIC-I.iU101 40L1Ckc S\ ImCH) -\rmmIcrý
Arm %l - I<\(\IS ('k 11\ C [II tIr)'mma j hI I Ii i mI(I, I I I II
Co ppcr-hCMd Frcc~i,itm ý-UILdCd airtiI cr.

for obsecrvation. reconnlakýissace, and comm11and andl

initial fedn fLXrotthe early to the mlid-19 90s.
A not her A rm\ concern is its ahii htN to sUstainl thle

battle for as loniz as it takes to \0in. Sustainabilit\
require,, torard positioning, of' equipment for earl
decploving units,, stockpiling of adequate ktar reserve
stocks o\ erseas for tise until tile\ call he replenishIed!
fromt the U~nited States. and sufficient ,trateuic mohil ii
assets, both sca and air, to deploy and support toroUnd,
forces,. The tereatest dteficienc\ in suistainabilitv is the
lack of' at "hot" indUstrial base that canl expand quickly
if) flimes Of crisis, to mneet the sur,-e demnands caused by
active niilitarx. operations,. That capahilIity dloes not exist
today.
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A rrnv Future D~irections

L,,en %%ith the greathN increased effort that the Reacgan
administration has mounted since its election in 1980.
the ArmyN fully realizes that fundine, constraints %k~ill not
allowk it to obtain the force structure that its leaders
believe isý justified by the threat~s no%% facing the United
States. Given the experience of the past se~eral fiscal
%ear,, the Army should not expect suddenly to hake its
budeet increased significantl\ relative to the other Serx -
ices. Hence. it must accept a smaller force that relies on
the reserve component to compensate for deficiencies in
the active structure.-"

The problemn that faces Army\ force planners \4 as

aptly explained in this way:IThe real issue is, this: Given no espected increase in mian-
pomcr. primarilx tasked wxith tie,_htine_ a~ailisi hcav', So% ict-
st\ le force,, in all major theater,,. laced ýk it tighlt h iidlers an1d
atraditionall\ small piece of the lDol) pie. and being_ in the

middle ot a majo r modernifation e flh rt ho UlId the A rm\i pa>"
the enormous price associated k% ith a major c \pansioix oit
lieht-infantrN forces.""

'his is certainl\ a reasonable question "hen the pros-
pects for budget cutbacks seem probable.

The follow in- seemn relekant to the future direction
of* the Arny should severe programn cuts be realized:

1. The Anrmy no~k emrinerim %kill be- the Anuv~ of thle
twent\-first centurv. Equipmnentl lead-timeCs are such that
the wkeapon' systerns being procured today, \%ill still be in
the inventory 15 years fromn now. - oreovLr. iuixerni,'a-
tion of today's scope can be supported only once in a gell-I
eration. Although product improwements ard evoluionary
chanues to the force structure i be expected. the uifueILI
circumstances that were the engine of' Armyi mo1derni/a-
lion v ill not reoccur in the near future.

2. The Army' equipment mnodern i/afion program is
consistent with Airi and Balttle doctrine. k hichI dictates



ho'.k the Arno. intends tO) use, it,, force Inl C\CctiiW Conl-

%entional strategev The flex \k~eapons that are kcoinine
into the iii'.entorv %% ill enable the Arm'. to tic hit the
close and deep hattle'. denmanded b'. it doctrinal Inmpel-
ati'e. [he samne cannot be said of the eqMiileni
needed h%. light intanir'. doixisbn' to tieht efteci'.-toi'
acains So'.iet client,, or surro170ates inl thle Ihlird W\orld,
The lack of an adequLate antitank catpabilit \ xiii restrict
the ernplo~rnient pwosibilites oft this doix isn

3. The stratecic r~atinl of the iicht itnoar doI'
sion 1 isO 'also uspct. Perhatps thle caSe can1 be malde lti
hiedine~z one or twAo suLchI units, but tour acti'. and one
National Giuard diviionl strains' eredihilitý. parIItIcu~lari
since some xx ill have'ot du hri eades ',. enI Its,
need for augmentation in hich-intensit'. scenarios and its
limited antitank capabilities, the light Intaintr\ di'. iin
onlcept -or at least their numberhC shoul1d be a candi

dlate for reevialu~ationI it se'.ere budCet constraints
(be'.Onld those currently in ettect) ale Impos.d oii thle
Arl\ . Whatex er the tate of thle light dil'.1t isinconIcpt.
the 82nd Airborne D11,1 )ix0111 iIo solde retained t01 use Ini
L(c ~icri ye dil)OIMaC\ sItu~ations, Sun ilarl\. Special ()per-
atinu Fornces should be relied upn for counterin-
surgenrie atnd counterterroisni missions Wih sne'r
bu~d,'et restraint,, the Ann.ma' als xxis to111 ice0 aClUat
the role tit thle 2nd lntantr'. Dl',ix 1 sIo n Korea. ( nC e

ior Arm'. officer has, compared thle tanoiongi (d a I S
inianltr' dki'. sin in Korea. Mitc hiebha 2(l aetix and 23
rcewrxe nltaiitr'. di'. slo01, inl Its, lon.C si-Ltruetti. to
""* eitinu2 Coals. ito Nexx castle.'

4. "10 Man al balanICed I %'-dix isioi 10k.C aeutl
thle Arno' need- s'0.0 X6 )))oldiers, It thleretore laces a
choice bex.ccii a "holloxx Arm- -it- or at substntal cut tit

Its t orce structure it sexcrc budc-et Cuts are torced] oin
Wt. Bill neither thle Arno. nor 'n Oo thert SerxI- ice sOUld
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hle forced into uni lateral cutil~en h strate C foe i
outIit red catIlier-. BuldeeCI iIIkt aloctin wHIIn tie I f I ,(t IeaI
ptPc rt\ as ýkelf as tin more proNper-ou' \ Lars should he
inl ac.cordanice " ith national priorities and unifie1d miii 1-
tarý *dratege

5. %hen Whe four hasic IS interests, are e\ailined
in the conic \t of strategic ire uds and threats., the.\ sue --

~cs!t that US strategic priorities should be ordered inl the
tollokk ing Inanner. F-irst. the United State,, musi1ý deterI
the ou~tbreak Of nuLcIlar~ar Seconld. Fe:110onal priori1ties
should be We'stern Europe. Japan and Koilra. Soulths~cst
A-sia and (the Middle List. Central and L-atin Ameincaj.i
Southeast Asia, and Atr-ica (i\en theseC priorities .1nd
the c\ ideuce that deterenc~e and defense in N\A I () tite
I irnfll fin hand, a national nmiliar\ strateex-, mla\ Ibe
adx anced. Nuclear deterrence x\ Ould reian1,11 the hiehest
nmilitar\ priorit\ Ne\t. ecommmuxý ot toice '.W ouIdL he

practiced in those areas \.\here deterrence: x"a table.
such as \\esern W:uop and Northeast m.\ oi r "1\here

the UiS interet xNas loxas in Southeast A\sma and
Africa. [heli L nited State, xxOuld retain the capabmlit\ to
if ter% efte in (CentralI AI Ie rica. tim I 1I kidd le ILat," and
SoIm~thxxest Asia to combat terrorism and rxoumnr
Insuirgency hin appropriate circumstances. Iprimmiar
reliance in siuations short of xýar NWO~ o ld ll on air and
nat al forces, along xxith the Army's rapid deplyment
capability

6. Ibis straegi conIcpt xxould reuireH some s.hilt'
InI defense budeet allocations. It has been estimated that
the budume has beeni allocated tin the f iioxx inc manner.
23 perce nt for nuLcI~lea force,,: 42 percent ltr general -
purpo se forces oriented on N A I( ): 15 pertcen for Asia;
and 20) percen tfor other comxentional contingeenex
forces" the strateg; outlined above xould lea'c eThe
nuclear forces as is. but reduce general-purpose
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11: IL'S NA \VY ILNI )ER" Til
REAANAD)MINISTRATION AND)

GLOBAL FoR\\ ARt) STRATEIGY

John H1len I'l ilIawmn.

R a\ u\\i 1) Ri \I~\ v it elIectitA)n\ ic till
SinterIpreted F) m1,1\an>j a iiian1date to 1.1el :\iite
tca Dcpliie sm ll lierase InI 1milit1,i > pcndiiie C\ c[%

crti tht(kte i nsiettic tralJd lol if cn pr uincý il
liv>c rerettin Ctainietrtiol trhort ies cloin- \\t

heine done torecrcie a decade tine rednLctioi0 InI IS
iiiita>LJxihi rlt ický e to the So>lelt 1, n1ion InTI1 to

poiellt'al opponlents InI the thir1d \\kl'rid
jilth the i11"1111 inportatt e ce p 11notth St rate uiý

tIeense tititiati>\k e DI?5) the Recnainitaindid

cl:ssot. It did. hii>~ele. ilicreaseC thf eile ICO~kes ei'.enl tO

theiii and1 Ill ths¼ i' maI~de e i' insi>.1, nitidcitItinded

polices, miole likel> Ito "ccee thistend »\I aspar-

ticnl.a1rl> e>IIC~ idci ) filte (1raiiiati11,ce\patlisoii oit thec

iss lc ktl "tCi'SttILhiCe . It1idjiIIe lailic R< I 5 tih. Jtohn .1
\lcXi''hC'ikIei tkA'c'T \1 SýJrii. 11d)( I W-10ui1 C)n~



.2'4 .1',111 Viol tk 1114am

At thfsile SM t1111C stt*IC) teeIc uda)CC N% as* C% (l )I% n!
Itol)% ithin the Naý 11,1tha direct,, ho"s the Increased

ca"pabilities "ould he used. Kiiovn iiariotlsl\ as thie
ITor\~ard \IalitilIne Str~atee\k Or j~st thle 'NLaII-tiliu

stratei-'N. this guidance outlines1S thle Cam~lpalIentI1 Of
el1ohal con\ entional %k ai % ith thle Soviet I~nIon and
ser\es., In the \ ie~ of its crtc.prinmriIk as a rationale
lor- the e \panded forces, the N avv has low- de iled
\\hethecr or not th is Is it purpo11se. thle Mariti me Str-alte \
otter-s a distinet stratecictt alternati\ to the plans of the
Carter administrat ion, and deserx es, ev,1alaionI On its
merlits Becauise the stratce pesppse a large, number
0It hilghI caplable torces. its premises and conclusion"

musI1t he exalmomed caretCull\ during a period kit
hu~deetCar\ retrenchment.

Fhe p)urposes of this anal~ sis, are threefold: t'irst( ito
e \ami ne the Mlariti me Stratee_\ as a1 basis lor- deterrine'-
and. it neCCeSsar\% . 'Otnea~ohal eoniventional \\IIar:
second . to rev ie%\ the na'~al force structure invest ments
that have been made durinw thle Reasan administration
in support of that strateusx and third, to e\plore t"uture'
Na'ý ' directions in the l ight of* proJected threats and
budeetar\ realities.

Thne Mlaritime Strategy

Betfore discus.sing the details of' the current .Maritimle
Stratet!-,. a review\ of' some historical l'actors is in order.

HooricaI bat k m,'ound. The end of' thle Second
World War f'ound the Lniiited St ates .%ith ahsol ute
maritime supremlac,_ . kilhout all\ need f~or allied assist-
anice. [he primlary opponent xv a., domestic. as, the Navx,
and the newlyI created Air [orce strugg~led over thle role
each would play in naval .imation and strateimzic attack. 2



With rec-ard it) potenat ial foreig opponmeats, the need fo r
a Coherent strateeý \\,I, less ctllpelineL at a timec ot
absoIn ,Lte Inar it me doIIIIII nkanCc

The Introduction of fclicAl nu1clear w~eapotns into
thle So% let fleet c :auNCd sonme concern about fleet \L1ii
ncrabilit% but C\ ca this, deN lopraeat did aot pro\ ide
the rimpetu'., f~or a tb roIue!hteoIae ,tratecic ree\amiraa-
tion. I lIII-C factors c01arhiaed to causeC such a rethirikin-
ia tire I 970s. how e'~ r: the Lrowinia2 maritime pow er ot
the SoN jet I. aioa the block obsolescence of the ships, of
the k\ Odd W\ar I I Na\ \ and tile deliniatIL national con-
Iiiitmae at to deflease re sou rce,,.

B%3 the I 9_17 0s the So\ ect nioa w as heconirne- .
w orld-c-lass maritime power. It Is, now hard to macJinIC
!!);It It wsas, not antil filte 1 96t)0 that the Soviet Navy, ree-_
Ularl\dpoe out of hoime waters' ý.id became a for-
mvidable "blue w ater- force.

At the end of W'orld War If. the US NavyN wAas a
new IN constructed. balanced force. prep~ireil for and
experienced in wartime operations ranginag, from
amphibious aSsault to air attack and fleet defenlse. 1:'%en
as recently as 1970). the Nav\ operated over a thousand
ship,,. including, 22 aircraft carrier,.. Unt'ortu~nately,

mam f' teseships were approaching the end of their
service lives. These old ships were increasingly expen-
sive to operate, and decisions were n':-eded about the
forces that would carry the Navy, into the next ee~turvA.
Rather than continue to operate these ship,,, the Navy
retired them in larce numbers, with the expectation that
the moneyr saved Coiuld be used for new construct in' of'
the sophisticated new vessel needled for modern
"warf'are. With) a ranch sanaIlIer numtber of" larger and
more capable ships. the Navy needed to rethink how
miaritimne superiority could be maintained in this new
situat ion.



A\ Complflicatling Lwt( Il[ Ini all of this 111ctethllil

i h Ine,- %ý 11ihin lenss of thle American pCttple to pro\Ide
thle Irest urecs neeessaiOr\ itoa strong defense. [he reso-

lo.tionl of L'S rihitar\ imSolseient in \'ietnlam satisfied
neither hasN ks nor doves. and the disclosures of thle
Waterucate era fu-rther increaseCd the populfar di strust (it
national leaders. These dew eopments eombi ned k~ th a
tendeney to put the most fas orable eonStrution100 Onl
Soviet aetix ites durine, the period ,tf 'dcente" and
oreatix diminished SUpport for maint.,,ning L"S naval
supremaex

The' m id .1111-1i, o/ N11, CalItrf ademuiji'troth 'n.

The Carter adniin istrati ion aec uratel x reflected th is
national inotd. D~efense resources inereased an av~erage
of onl\ I .5 pereent per yecar. clearly insUhhie enclt to sup-
port the Nays, s resl-ltructuinC_ ioals.4 0! even Lreater
Concert] however-. , ere the administration .s ,traleg ic
priorities and the role,, assi~gned to thle Na\% Il in ieetillne
them.

The most important nlilitar,\ priorit\ for Carter
defense planners. apart fromt deterrinie strategic nuclear
%\a,\kat.vas thie defense of [thc C e ntrA Front in F'un pe
aeainust a land attack hy the Warsaxm Pact. D~efense Sec-
retar\ Hlarold Bromi noted the urossth in Wkarsaw Paet
comblat Potential inl[i, hislst annualil report, particularly
thle qualitative improvemrients in their forces.ý T'he result
of this coneern As as, a -continental strateg\ emiphasiir-
in,-, toees immediatel useful onl the C:entral I rknt a'ld at
continuing, flowf supplies from the U nited States to
support theml.

There is no disagreement aboutI thle im1portance of
suIch forces. andt the Nas\. does not dispute the require-
nment to keep open anl Atlantic bridge- to Europe. No
one "ants a L'S President to be confronted with the



need ito use nuclear vk~capon. to) dehmnd L-Urope because
the battle thereC cannot01 be Sustained on at conventional
Ic'.l cNObu there remains Much disacreement about w -
best wa'.L to keep the Ol iaf Sea lane-I open. (iudcr (the
Carter adm~inlistration the Na'. -, reatIN redutced InI uun-
hers tDecauSe o! Inc Ship retirenilt noted el)CL arlwir. ,,I.aS
left x%' i th at Strate,, ol 01 le ten si% c eSea control
Although certain torces. suchI aIS anl Iindeerinate num-1
ber of attack submarineS (SSNs). ).'.ould he permitted to

mo e to Itom'.ard arew as 1-1 n Ofi h) the ( j ee Iiiand -I eeland*-
Nort' ' line, the hulk ot the Na\\'.'s force,. wkould be
re Ser' ed for harrier operationS and tor close-mi delenSc
of the '.ea lanes.

I-I wto/1i'io o/ thi/ tiiic Sooiiii ,'.to~t . Not
sUrpriSfingl. Na'. leaders, kere uithapp'. about llcmn,
relecated ito a defenSI'. reactivec role in the event ot a

Mator wxar, and the%\ were painfully aw~are of the efctt c
Of Su~ch a status, onl bu~det priornitie.The turnaround InI
naval Ltrte LUatS from Admiral Thomas Ilay wýardl's
tenure as Chief of Na'.al Operations (CNM). k'.'. hi
bridged thle Carter and ReaLan admli nistrations . The
Maritime Strateev that eventualk I'.emereed (the -otfi-
cial version) ox'.es at lare-e dehi to the St rategic con-
cept s put forth in 1 979 h'. AdmIiniralI H a\ \% ard . ' He
enmphaSi/ed the need for offensi'. estrikes it-aiatut So'. ict
forces, wherever they rnay he found. cx en in their home
xx aters. The budgetar\ implicationS of this are apparent.
hut the'. Should not obscure thie ex en more important
Stratecic ones. If it is, possible for IVS na'.al forces to
operate north of the Oreenland -L:Iceand-Nor'.'.a' line

succsslulx, their acti'. ities l.'.uld tie dox. IIso%. iet
na'.al aSSets that other'.'.ise could be emplo~ ed along, the
Sea lanes farther South. A 2rediblc threat acainst these
lorcces could reinforc the So%. iet inclination to pull back
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inio a defensive posture front %hich thek would pose a
leser threat to the United States, and her NAI() allies.

It Admiral 11avs, ard and his SLIuces.sor as ('N().
Admiral James Watkins. pro,,ided the intelCl,?c.ual lounl-
dation of the Maritime Strateyv. Secretar, of the Na,,v
John Lehman provided much of the political muscle.
Leh man took office -, ith clear ideas about , hat he
wanted to accomplish. A commander in the Naval
Reserve and a naval flight officer. SecrelarN Lehman
was a strong supporter of a forward. oftensixe stratce,\
and of the forces necessary ito carr\ it out. lie castigated
the Carter administratihm's stratege of defensive sea

contro! as "defeatist" and a "'Maginot ltine'
approach.' and pressed for an oflensi\e straleg', that
placed the Na\,-\ in florxard areas earl,, in a conflict. In
a significant departure from previous polic,. Lehman
argued that battle groups centered around aircraft car-
riers could he used to attack Soviet torces in their home
wNaters, and even, at some stage of' the conflict, ill port
or on the runw&ay.

These offensive principles, refined through Naval
War College analyses and war games and inputs from

Navv and civilian analysis. were incorporated in a series
of briefings prepared by the Strategic ConceptS Group
of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations tOP-
603). These briefings became, in turn. the basis of the
Maritime Stratego. Classiified "hard copies'' of the
briefing slides and text are updated yearly and circulated
widely within the Navy. In addition. Admiral Watkins

had an unclassified version published in a January I1986
supplement to the U.S. Naval Institute Procu'edings."

The Maritime Stratey is important for tx,,o rea-
sons. First, it has become the baseline Navy strategy.
guiding the employment of naval forces in a global con-
ventional war with the Soviet Union. It also affects
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ia~l ~a operat ions short oft global I,%ar. that Is, in peace-
timei preseneic:, ,;;d ýrisis .onwrnt.' l" o tile extent that thle
Maritime Strateev, is seen b\ potential oppone nts a,, a
credible %%arfichrinc- straiecx . deterrence ,N ill be
enhanced and tile probabilit% tit \ý ar lessened.

Second. the Maritime Stratecv, is also the ('NO's
Program Adv i sorv \ellmorandll~ll ur PA NI that deter -

Wtlshat forces should be puLrchased inl thle ftnure. A"
hL 0 of til te ( OsStrateg.ic Concepts (iroup

,c'u d, tile Maritime Sirateg\ is "the triggering, dc-
Ife,- . i' cNi 's Plannine-1 P~rocraniinlinc, "Ind

Bat Se :c5.stmu 0PPHS . it is the f irst 'F. in thle P113S
hi: fhl)ttXk i )te examl ines thle relationshi

bet~scen the Maritime Stratecv_ and niaval force structure
belt`, . AMte COnsidecrim-c the Miaritime Strate'cv itself'.

( bitll 10isti IM o! Me M(W/'.hitI MO' Stttu tliýV . Al tht1LI Cii

as noted, the Maritime Stratecs began as a frames'. ork
for xx aci~nn a _,lohal conventional xxarxxith thle Sotxict
U'nion. it has eXpan-dedI to include peacetime presence
and cri is respo~nse operations. J udging fromt Admiral
WAatk ins' article. ho'm.ever, it still deals primarilI x'. uh a
clobat %A ar situation. Such a ,% ar. althouch fraught111 v.1ith
immneasurable dancers, and difficulties, is contceptulally
much simpler than thle less, demiandinc, but more varied
crisis situations, that Could arise. It is also the most dan-
gerIouSs 5ituiation,. apart from strategic nuclear wvar, and
one for wxhich the U'nited States Must he prepared if xxar
is to be prevented. T]he Maritime Strategy has several
characteristics:

DFtI titRENtI . The tverarchinc goal of' the Maritime
Scratep.' is deterrence, and Navy' strategists are con-
vinced that the best wkay to avoid ih~ting a war is to be
perceived ais able to prevail if one should occur. [he



11ceond best ýka'ý Is to increase the uneertaintv on the
part of' a potential ad~ ersarx that heC Could 2ainl an\ thine
f'romi an attacký Raising the level (it Soy jt un1Ce-taillnt\ 11,
the bssof the nuclear deterrent nok in place InI
Lurope. and the Maritime Strateg\ ha, a siimialar
effect -but at the safer and more relex ant e"on' entional

lxe.Naval f'orces atre also bel iexed ito add to de ter-
rence in that the Soxi(I jet xMoud he uinahle ito precon-

ficure the conflijet to) Occur at place,, \xhere: they haxc e n

a&,vantaLC.

Gl~otti.. It the C~i't 'peCted that a \A ar- could
be confined to Central and Western I-urope. it '% oul 1,
easier for thein ito caleulate the correlation of- force,, and
the risks of' launchint- an attack. The Navybeiee that
inherently mohile maritime f'orces , which canl attack the
Soviet Linton t'rom many directions, are usefulf as forces
in being vý hich tie down Soviet IfOrces. The Nax v arcues
that the -flobal dimension of the Maritime Strateexý is
imlpor7tant f~or the def'ense o0' the Central Front in
Europe. even though the direct contribution of nax al
f'orces would not bec si eniiticant in the earl', dax s of- a
wkar.

F-OR%%ARD. The 'A'or~kard' characteristic of' the
Maritime Strategy is emphasi/ed fo(r milIitary and pol iti-
cal reason,,. Mlilitarily, the off-ensively minded Nax v is
convinced that it makes more senise ito attaek Sovilet
forces directly than it does, to sit hack and await their
attack. Politically, the demonstrated wkillingness of L,'S
forees ito share the risks of a f'orxv ard def'ense and the
increased likelihood of' success is thoueht to shore up
the willingness of our allies to continue to resist Soviet
encroachment.



JOI~t At) ALLIi).tnike the Sox ct ('moi. (the

n'lited States c~an defend its borders far front home, and
has thle asismtance of sew ral xx caiths allies, In doling,"o
Secretar's Lehman emphasiies thle Importance ot allied
contributions inI carrs inc out thle Maritime Strategs. and
sass the U~S Nass "is prepared to bet that U'S allies %0 Il
continue to maintain modern. effectixe a is

Altho)ugh the Na\s is, reILuctant to Surrender& It,,
tircedm ofi ýitcton- in-awl fhas re Isited re irg all/at ionl POi-
po~sal to strengthen thle Cihairmuan of the Joint C'hick of
StattF anid (ihe cix hanl Defliouse D epdrtmnen1ct -- it is s r
o1 thle tact that it cannot C\peckt to 'Oit alone- IIIa
global \\ ar1 andL succssfl I imlet it" missi"ons lhI'
is r-~ I etlected in IL 111c Ink oranduIII of understandingII
),%II tithte UiS A\ir Forýce xx ich pros ided fir Joint iar~

~:meoperations". (Since that time, thle -\ir [orce ha'!
ass[Iaid this as, a najýQIr miss1ion, HincluingR it i1) their.
Manlual I - I . Bu'i -X-rlhosp r )I 1*o-i,w 0 tilt I' Imll'

.sbor(.ý Alir Inc~ . I Aiomong thle Imn'issnis rl Muhch Air
Force asi Nac is ust ii! arc antiamr and ant',11isurtae
,A arfare. inarit~merconisce nunelax incl. and air-
borne xx arnin and control A, -\ upp irtl

St o 1.\1 tv -\. Des"pite thle interlpretatilonl placed onl
earl) statlenient bs )i John L eli man . pub Ii tied ace huts1,

of the Maritime Strateg-\ Aio x\ no reqn iremneiCt for1 an
IimmediaJte mnoxement oIf surface forces, Into thle hluighett
threalt areas' kk hile suchJ" actions' are nlot titled out hx thle

.tatc the's are h's no means require-d - Nax \ trate-
iýiU5 agee thatM partiC Uar ipe rations mus.1t depenC~d Ol tilie

tactical situation. hult theme is, less, unlaninits onl the
feasib-ilit's of sending. surface forces close to Sov iet
delenses earls in a conflict.

SequenC~tial it's also mecans that the L' S Nass c.annot
be e'ser'sxxhcre at once. and priorities %,.IIl he established



arnrone thle area&, of operation'. Still. a'. Sercrar'. I cl
mian %1,rote earlN in hI'., termn of office. mixal operatilonl',

coldAell in'kol'. a numb11er of '.11itnific.ant Mnd to dCli,
".eparated region'.. probabk l'.inmultalleOU'.k , and lor till".

thle force,, must he full%. prepared and trained.ý
Navy planner'. dix ide a h'.pothetical global \a

into three phawse.. Phase I V,'' deterrence or trawn~.ton
to xx ar.- Although the priniarx purpw of'. f thisý phase i'.
deterrence. force" mlut als.o he posit ioned properl\ h or
xx ~artirne operation,,. ['hi'. ma'. mean an earl'. tomt'..ad
imoxeicnii to area,,.(iof cri'.i' orI to area'. oft Soviet fleet
operations. For example. allik.ubmnar ie xx artarc i ASW)
torces. includ-ingL P -3 airc~raft and SSN s. \tkould deplo\

a,, far forward a, pos'.'ihlc to be read. ito atlack so'. iet
SSVs and, it is, no'x.A'a cli. their baillistic. ium'.ile-iin
SSBN~s. B\' 1989. as nun'.ý a'. 1 3.000) \arines, and mor,
than 154) aircral' could be deplo\ ed In a Mallt tero di'.'
to mlarr\ uip wkith materiel precpositionttd in Norki.'. ax l o
ptcx ent thle Soviet'. fromntuin 1.1112(the northern flank ot
NATO h\b' sei/ine, thle alirfilds and harbor'. ot that couln-

r......irrierbth t'ld ur,1e'. x ould be mox ed tor-
,,oard to sullpport Io'' I' I ree uke.adJpn

In practice. oft course, thle goal, kit deter-rence and

proper pos.itioning tor xx ar xx uld conflict it ltur'.'. ad
!1;'. al deplor luenits cau'ed [the So'. iets, to) ecaClate a cii

niDl a m1frOnt'!i..n or an attack, -[or eviample. thcer
mig~ht xxeIinterpret carl\ cairrier tork.cenxu nt.t
'Nom .a\ al, prcrs t'. to l Anttack onlIC their o1' North-
ern [fleet basecd oni the Kola Pemninsula and take preecnup-
tixc , ato on. [. S Na'.'. concern about suich critici'.ms" is1

apparent fromn Admiral \akinssatcuinient that1 such' a
preustimiugdoc' not 11mplr '.omulc immed1c~iate

('Charec of the Light lBriuade oni thle Kola Pcnin.'.ula or
an\ other specifico tarm.et .'
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Ldin,_cr0Isi, and thle ptt'\ihihitx itt i ittlctit curlid cIc

flvcl At I"SI ISc %k be thcr the Niavit iinc Srtcac I_ x
11n1eCe'i0,rilxdneru Celltifn ,()ix Oittc thc tIOMAird
ttperaiotittn euxIM'Ited h\ thce strate'cx ilrc kui~te ri~k\ tot

thle tmorCe, inxoled. and anti SSI3N opcrations poAsLe

'KIL111t011niI prohlcnis itt ecsthiftioni etunrol ind sitritceic
stilhilit'.ý

A pirtiCuhir,1 Concern Is [tic possihiIit thit ccitiin1
t S nlix, ICHi I ~t~could tri'2Lcr- I nueC~lc responsc Not
uIIc c T m %~i \% ithI ýc r It I ITtx h10`, t hc SO\ I C' OU ~Id

reS[pon1d it) i discox erx (it i carrier hittic grimp nirnel-M1
s'Ir ik IIIine rae oh the ic c cI I I ci~Ii o IIr nI in I IIIIc 1i1C ýInI

ciampaign aeirinNt Sovitl SSBiN's In their 1,IiitnIrIICs. It
Is possible thce SOxM et'I~k regad ccrd the ciarricr hittic
,ermUip (iC(f I, i\ nuclear threit. inl x iex\ ol It', nn~lcl-i
potential. Midt Lunch I preemnptive nulcir Iittic 11J t0
(hecir ovm n inl respomnse. ; Nix \ in aI ix it are relctn IICIMTTO

discus'o this posstihi~tx. hbut It I' rendered miore hikclv b\
the clearlx militir\ nitur1e 01 thle (iet CSuch in
attack In"iht also depend t)in the StamuN ol the 11ro1.und
bitt le. IInd the tnited States mighti x\an( to f Iink Soviet
nucl1ear restraint at sca. %%here thex arc relathvelx wecak.
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%s itIh I. 'S nuclIear restraint onl land. A hiere N Al V0 Is .it a

coix nNCIItI ional diyMvta12C. Even if the U)S Nays wecre
to sink all ol linc Soy jets, 5 B N s the result nmi ht then
put their remaining land-based systems onl ai 'ers danl-
C-ero)Ls "launch onl warning -posture. [he anti-SSBN
mission mlay he oine Mi ich becomes more dangeronLs the
Mor ve -suIcceSstlu it be01coms.

The tot-regoingi comments dto n1ot mneanl that the
Nass should return, to thle da\ s of detlensis e sea control
onl% . r that forss ard operations, evýen ol surface forces,
should never be attempted. Certainis the Sos jt percep-
tion of the US Nas vs abil It% and \x.illimnness ito perf orm
these tasks shudholster deterrence. The same I s also
true of prospective attacks onl their SSBNS.ý the know I-
edge thlat such attacks are possible may have at deterrent
etfect . hut UiS leadler.s should consider long anid hard
before actually ordering Such attacks. Nor should it be
assumned by, the Nays that It would auLtoinaticalls
reeds e auth~ority for such attacks.

PrIoriWy. At issue is, whethecr resources, devoted to
the Nav\ might b etter be spent huilding uip NATO's
convenltionalI deftenses - To be sure. the de fen s, ol
Europe remains a \ ital commitment of the United
States, and its loss, would be catastrophic. Still.
the arurument that European defenses arc ext remel 5
wecak Cuts both wýays I- I so. they should surely be
stren ethened. But if' Europe wkere lost. maritime
sulperioritY wouldIL be crul,61 to defenrd wkhat would be
left (if UiS interests, and even to protect a ''fortress
Amterica- that hadi fallen back to the Western
I lemnispheire If' this should come1 to ps.the Nas's will
be \L y happy not to hlave lost the use of its carriers
early iti the wkar.



I! maN be, onl the other hand, that the --mtcrntional
bal ance is not a', Utifavorable as has, been assumed.
Althouhl a1 ,harp critic of' thle Maritime Strategy. John
Mearsheimrer has '% ritten that N ATO( torces have a good
chance of't\ r n a Soviet hi it,' riec_, andi forc inL,
thle Warsaxk Pact to fi cht a wxar of' attrition. If' that is
sO. expenditures onl maritime forces that can attack thle
Soviet U nion f romn man\ directions also make sense lf;i
their deterrent effect as, %\ ellivas their s% arfightine rele-
v ance on thle VVI(0 flank,,. For deterrence to be f~ulls
effectki e the Sosiets must reali/c not onl\ that thle%
cannot achieve a hI it/krieg . but that they Cannot expeckt

jto wkin at %kar ot attrition either."

( thtildumv. Only the most sophisticated and com-
plex forces, %kould have a chance of' survival near the
Soviet U~nion in wartime. Increasincly. homwesr. this is
true tbr **o%% threat"' areas, as s'l.Te British recov-
erv of' the Falklands Islands \A,:, purchased at at high
price in lives and ships-a price that Would have been
losser with airborne early warning and higher perf'orm-
ance aircraft. Simnilarly , the periodic "treedomn of' navi-
c~ation" exercises bN the US 6th Fleet in thle Gulf of
Sidra are much safer because of' the sophistication of* LIS
def'ensive and oftensive weapons- Lihsan efforts to dis-
rupt these operations have been nlotably unsuccessful.
Sophistication can be both at force multiplier and a
ifesav er.

S ummarv of the' Maritime .Srau'it'v. Changes in US
Nav\ plans for fighting at global conventional ss ar wete
well underwas before the Reauan administration camne
into office, hut the increased emphasis on oftensive
operations wvas f'ul l consistent w&ith administration pri-
orities. Secretary oft the Navy John L.ehman Supported
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this neNN direction stronefl\. and it w as further elabo-
rated byr the first Chief' of Na,,al Operations appointed
bv Reacan. Admiral James W~atkins. Reauan's
appointee as Chairman of' the Joint Chief-. of Staff.
Admiral William CrimeC. is also well \ersed in the Mar-
itime Strate!g\ althou.1h he mw, not promote it as hard
as he ýkould if' he " ere CN() instead of' the Chairman ol
the JCS.

Strategicalk l the Maritime Strategv assumies that a
\xar %k ith the Soviet Union %\ould- and. from) the
United States' perspectike. should---become -dohal.
although it inui' not involve the use oft nuclear \%Capons.
(The ContrarN as'sumlption. that nuclear use in w~ar is

me nvitable, is a self'-fulfilling prophlesy,. since one %-.ould
not be prepared to fight a conventional wýar.) M arit imer
Strategv supporters argueC that mon01ey spent onl the Navy
to implement the Maritime Stratecy, is more beneficial
than money spent in support of forces to defend the
Central Front directly. and Secretary Lehmnan \Aas extra-
ordinarilN successful in :onlvincinrz Congress and thle
administration to support naval force in\estments.

Nar'aI Force Structure

The kev difference between the defense policies of* the
Carter and Reallan administrations is the much hiigher
level of* fundingT by the latter. particularly when the
comparison is made i\ ith the first three years of the Car-
ter presidency.- Secretary Weinberger acknowfledged
this in his fiscal year 198)7 report to the Congress, "a\ -
in-. 'IU he principal difference between the Reagan
i\dini nistrat ion's defense progranm arid its inmnediate
predecessor's is our determination to ensure a balance
of forces adequaIICteor credible deterrence." The dit'-
lerences are not, he said. caused b\ strateuic disacree-
ments. but bx differing judgmients about thcL proper level
of Wlnding



(1RcOit-ichiii ad inotrai('# pruiormcs But ý%ith respcct
to naval force,,, thle increased resources, are not si mpl\
attributable to a pol icy of mnorc."2 but 1flow from1 thle
requirements (if the Maritime Stratce-,ý Since surfIace
e nC ments near Soviet detens.es were not conteml-
plated. Carter administration staevcould areuahl\
he implemented with a smaller number of less capahle
ships than would be necessary for a forward strategv.
The result was a deemnphasis on sophisticated naval
units in favor of a smaller number ot less costlyv alterna-
tives, plus nonnaval forces usable on the Central Front.
Specifically. Carter believed the Navy needed only I
deployable aircraft carriers and 90 SSNs ito carry out his
defensive strateuv.

Secretary of D~efense Caspar Weinberger made it
clear in his first annual report to the Congress thai the
eLobal strateit,,v of the Reacann administration presented
"a clear need for increased U.S. naval power.- Con-

sistent with this belief. his procurement program con-
tained '-a significant increase in thle number of new
,.hip,,. aircraft, and v, apons procured for the Navy.
The -oal of the newN administration was -maritimle
superiority over an\y likely enemy ... This goal dictates
an increase in U.S. naval power." In a discuIssion Of
"'defe~nse in depth"' for surface forces. Secretar\ Wein-

berLger clearl-, adopted the offensive emphasis of the
Mlaritimle Strategy:
Our preferred approach Ito fleet defensel is to destroy enemy
hoinhers, before the\ can reach ASCM lantiship cruise Mill-

sl launch range by, sfrikinLc their bases or by, destrovin, I
Secretary of' the Navy John Lehman strongly sup-

ported this shift in strategy. and pushed hard for the
forces necessary to carry it out. As a naval aviator.
Secretary Lehman could be expected to support aircraft



caitrr Iers, and those tantilIiar i dI hi' ea rlIier sxritimne"
\xere nlot surprised h, his emphasis onl carrier prOcuire-
mient. Lehman cal led (for a OJct Of1 600)sip ncu
ing 1 5 dcplo~ able carrier hatt k egroups. Because ait an\
one timle onc carrier \%ill he in c\tensive o\erhaul until
the end of thle century under the Ser~tice Litc l;\tensit'n
Program I S[+Pt. a total tit 10 c:arriers is requited it

"support this, goal.
lestimon\- h% Admiral flziavardl soon alter the nc\%

administration took otl ice ,ho`Aed at Jclar undlerstandirne
of the force structure imiplications oft thle Niariutimc
Strateg\ .i 1iev Ve\ýd thle fiscal1 \~ear 1 982 hUd1et SuO-
mnitted ht, the kouteoinC- administration as , hollyI

Table I
IOepiotnhict Battle Forces,. Fiscal Near 1984)
and Fiscal Year 1987

Ship~it \I"1 ubarc, 190s19

Str~ ic,,o Suipport Ship, S 6
.\ircrj;tr Carriers i1),:pto)ahic 1 1 4

BtkitICshI1P,
(jruiscr, 26

I )csirt. ers 8t

H nuatcs 71 It 5

Nucleair Attack SubmaineO~s I .;SN,) 74 L'),

Die~lcs A\ttaick Submarines 5 4

Patrotl Conhmbatnt, 3 6
Amphibitnus Ship-, 060

.1line Wkartarc Ships A
I'mierv~w. Rc plemnisment Ships 48 5-7I
Suppoirt f rccs Ships 41 S.

b'al479 567

Sim'rc c Secremur,, ti DeKtensc. .4 ,mitl Rqnurt ten the ICom irstc .

fIi\u(/ ) cur IY'7
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tinsati'stactorN in ternis ol' its iflipact on tthe nia'~al bal-
ance. Needed m as a Na\ \ ol

at IcUat I5 carrier hattle e-OIoPS. thIC 1aail 0 toH 0Iiion-and
a-laIt' M arine aiiiptih I h m to rt.cc ao frLc ot ) lndcirn
attaick Ubninarine\, anti all thle R\1h~ar\ andl '4111101ort ýC
tlece'~'ar\ tO 14ustain \uICh a larLe tIICiLt

The ne\,ý admlinistration becan i"IMneIClatel to
implement its ' navai recovecry programn. A- :om -

parison of' Reagzan's first fix e-ýear defense plait ' [III
(arter\s last one show~s 2 carriers. 4 rcnou atcd battic-
ship,,. and I I amphibious ships to none. and 1 7 SSN, ito
7_' -[able I shms~ the result Of this buildup strikinLk:

t1ron fiscal \ ear I 9NOt to fi scal year 1 997 there is an
increase from 479) to 567 in the numbe1hr of deLoC110ahle) battle-capable ships; rnoreo'~er. mian\ ot these are larcer
and more capabk! than the ships that haxe Meired in the
interim. Much of' this increase is, due to the completion
of' ships ordered in the Carter administration (due ito the
long lead time in ship construIC1ijo) and to the delay ed
ret iremient of' sonie older ships~. 5o the effect of thle Rea-
gyan ship construction prograrn is just heginnintg to be
lelt. Table 2 indicates, the l'orce level coals of' thei Rea-
scan administration, compared to the fiscal year 1 987
end strength. Clearly the "naval recovery program is
not ye? complete.

As , tsult of this emphasis on construction. the
Navy will reach its goal of' 600) ships either in 1989
(according to the Secrclarv of* the Navy) or in 199)2
(according to the Congressional Budget Office. which
assumes an earlier retirement fu(r somec older ships,). As

important as numbers, however. is the need to modern-
ize the fleet-and this will be increasingly expensive
given the larger number of the more sophisticated ves-
sels required by the Maritime Strategy. The moderniza-
tion shortfall will be particularly acute in the guided
missile destroyer (DIDi) categorv. ships which :ie nec-
essary to protect the fleet from air attack.
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Table 2
Na%.% Force (Goals for Fiscal Year 1987

Ballistic Nlii,,le Suhinarinc,, iSSHN',,

and I )Oher Stratcgic Ships 21. 40+
l)cploahblc ,.ircratt Carricr5 14
Rcacti;ated Batlcship', 4 3
Principal Surfacc Combatants 2118 21i

Nuc/car-Pmcred Attack Subnmarines 1111 9k9

Mine Countermeasurcs Ships 14 5
Amphibious Ships (iAF ý MAB Lint 72
Patrol Conmbatant' 6-

Itndcr\ua. Replenishment Ships o5 57
Supptrt Ships and Other Aumiliarics 60--) 59

lotal 59>7 -W22 5 3 ..

Not determined: depends in part on arm', reduction agrec Tnilt,
Includes stratemL support ships

**",Plus tour diescl-pov, cred attack submniaincs

'o urt C. Secretar. of IM)ctcns , -tlnnnl Rep•,ort to ihe' (o'n,.trs\. f-t -

(ai Year 19S'7.

Future Miuvv budget requirements. The US Navy
budget has done Well under the Reagan administration,
increasing 43 percent from fiscal year 1980 through fis-
cal year 1985 (in constant 1986 dollars). ' Despite the
emphasis on procurement, howsever. Nav\y budgets have
not been as heavily weighted toward procurement rela-
tive to operations and maintenance as has the Defense
Department budget as a whole. From fiscal year 1980
through fiscal year 1985 Defense Department procure-
ment increased 105 percent. compared to an operations
and maintenance increase of 37 percent. Navy procure-
ment. however, increased 62 percent, with a 39-percent
increase in operations and maintenance.'
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(owntiuction cxpeliseN oic oids thec tip ot the
hudteet icehere. Ne~k ships must he manned. and the\
arc vxc!pePiX e to operate. The resuilt is that procurement
funds in one xear ,cnferate substantial operations, and
maintenance requ ireiment s once the ships are commis
Sioned. The Congressional Budeet ( 0)fiCe heliex Cs these,
expenISeS. couIpled xith the reqILuVIreents, of 10 rce mm1(1
em / at ion. poin t to hUd!-e t inuc reases 01' trim l abo u t 3, to
5 percent per \ ear (in constant dollars until 194
Secretar\ Lehman is more optimistic. hut he .ýicncds

that a 3,-percent gro\Ath rate xý ill he nece,,sar% to sustain
the 6'fl-ship Nay'\s 1

The remaining questions dleal 'sý ith the likelihood oft
achievnw, such an increase in a period oit hudgetar% aus-
tenit%. and the dlifficult choices, accd hs a Nax's con
'sinced of the etfecti'seness of the Maritime Stratees 'set

laced wýith the prospect of" severe budlgetary retrench-
ment that \'sould make the strate e's more difficul~t to
execute.

Future Nam'v Directions

President Reai-an's fiscal \ear 1987 budget showed at
3-percent growth per Near through I1941 and a shift
to~ward operations and maintenance at the expense ot'
Procurement. Comparing, defense expenditures as a per-
cent of' cross,, national product or of' total Federal

expenditures. it is clear that the capacity fomr defense
gro'ssth is there: 's"hether the political wNillingness to
provide it x'sill also be there 1s less certain. The admiin-
istrat ion can not he pleased. hio\% ever, ait st ron
indications of' con cres~sional tin x'ill ineness to f"u id
defense increases. C'onsidering the sequcet rat ions

reqJUired by the Balanced Budget Act (''Grammi-

RUdni1an-11ollings' t. defense appropriations actuall'
declined in fiscal \-ear 19X6.ý



Thec impaci( oif budgt(111r ITrcm1hmem. L, ell ýý uh-
out the Balanced Budget Act, the political momentum
for increasýed defense expenditures, haso become
increasingelN difficult to sustain. On[\ President Rea-
oan',s determination and enormous pcrsonal popUlarivk
has ,pared defense from further Cut,. D)espite Secretarsý
Lehman's expre,ýwd optimism that defense budgets canl
and will increase, and despite the good argumens, hie
and others have miade in support of this position, it
seems more likely that a period oit moderate ito severe
budgetai-N retrenchment is at hand for dletnse. A,, the
Service which has benefited most from the dletense
buildup. the US Navy "ill find itselfv\ith severe finan-
cial problems.

.\'aVv ilt ernativex . Assuminge that cutbacks will
comle, and this analysis is, not arc-uint- they, should, the
Navy has several alternatives:

MODIFY .HL MAR]IVJNIE STRA] LGN . Even if'
resources are cut back, severelv, the Navy is unlikely to
abandon or greatly modify the Maritime Strate-v-and
it should not do SO. Notwithstandine the disagreement
in naival circles over how the Maritime StratevN hol
he implemented. there is a strong, consensus a1nl0on2
Navy strategists that the broad outlines of this tbrward
global strategy best support US national interests. A
change in the "strategic culture"' to emphasize defen-
sive operations. for example. is unlikely, and would
require years to take root.

Ct1 BACK THE PROCIREMEN I PROGRAM. One w\ay
to reduce costs while maintaining desired force levels is
to delay retirement of older ships. As noted above, this



is one ýka% in which the Reacan administration is Inec-
inM its goal of 60()) ships. If this philosoph% is applied to
attack submarines (SSNs. and new procurement is
reduced from four to three, a total of $4.7 billion could
he saed in the next fixe ,ears.4-

With respect to carrier procurement. the G;,'r('
Wa41ingioii v ill replace the aging (orai Sca \, hcn it. in
turn. replaces the Lue xinLmt as the aviation training plat-
form in I)9I . A post-Lehman Navv could decide to
econolni/e and no( construct a replacement carrier for
the Miduwa\. now scheduled to retire sometime in the
l99-)Os. (The Nay\ is \ague in its public statements as to
when.)-' This xvould save the expense of building and
operating the other ships in the battle group and an air
wing but would leave the Na,\ with 14 deplo~ahle car-
r~ers. as it had at the end of fiscal year 1987. Fear of
just such a decision may motivate the Nav, to push for
an additional carrier to be authorized before the Reagan
administration leaves otTice. 1

Whatever alternative is chosen, one hopes the
Navy will accelerate its development of vertical short
takeofT and landing (VST'OL) aircraft. These can be
operated from a large number of Navy platforms.,
including the helicopter-capable amphibious ships that
are available or on order.

REMI) (I. I HIE TIA1() OIt- OPt.RATIONS (OPTENIPO).

The Navy has already made sienificant chanes in its I
deployment cycle. w ith the goal of limiting peacetime
deployments to 6 continuous months out of IX• The
other 12 months are it) be spent near home ports doing
maintenance, on local operations. and on refresher
training and workup for deployment. The motivation for
this change is that the current OPTEMP() is actually
higher than during the Vietnam war. and has adverse



effects onl cress morale and retention "With a lareer
number of ships and 's ith the subhStitution1 Of battleship
"surface action groumps" tor carrier battle _erou~ps. s0o1C

reutosin ( iPTlE\P( are possible."
B~ut laree, reductions ame not possible ss ithouIt asie-

nificant chance in] operational philosophx (aIrriers has1\C
prosC1 \en Ler ,CIsetl in thenr -peacetiine presence" i ole.
and both nlat icnal and N a S leaders haveý thou ht1 it
important that as mian), as possible he torsmard -deplo\ ed
to reduce reactio~n timeC. With 15 deph o able cairriers, and
a one-in-three deployment cs~cle. only 5 can he lorsmard-
deployed regularlx. In the event of hostilities it is pre-
ferable to operate two or three carriers together to per-

I mlit around-the-clock HIi gh t operation., and to increase
the ratio of o)fteflsjve to detensive aircratt. [he alterna-
ti\Q is to retain a greater proportion of the fleet in home
5\ater. and srure forces torsard in the event of a crisis.
This obviously requ~ires excellent intelligence about
developing crises and the political will ito act proniptlv
The disads antacges to this posture are not having forces
w~here the\ canl affect developments and has ing only a
limited number of ships *soiethe tla- 1 in noncrisis
times. It' budgetary constraints force this option upon
the US NavY,. however, there are some conmpensating
ad nac h effect on crewk retention would be posi-
tive. and when the fleet did sail in response to a crisis.
it wsould be a stronger demonstration of' national
resolve.

I NCbRASt; tIH R IAt. (*t IH[- N A\.,\t. RL-SLRýt 1. Th is
is. in fact, already happening. It' current administration
plans are approved. the Naval Reserve would increase
trom 142.09) to 156.0H) and the Marine Corps Reserve
would increase from 43.000 to 44.000O by the end of
fiscal year 1 987.1 Comparedl to the 3 percent overall



defenseI -,rov~kth reqIuested. th1C adn inifst ration p ropo sed
to increase reserx e tUndin-, fr all the armed wmtcxics h\

I1) percent in fiscal Near 198T7
As manpox~er expenses climb. the transfer of addi-

tionlal f'unctions to the Nax al Reserx e makes sense. so
lon,- as the reserx ists are supported ok [ith the proper
equipment and training. It rmust be rememilbered.
hoxxkexer. that this alternativ~e is niot cost-tree: it resero cs

are giw n obsolete equipment, their ko, arti-ght Ill,- poten -
tial ko, ill be dee-ruded accordi nu .l and ex en N ax at
Reserve ships have crexxs (it appro-,inutel, 05 perncu
actiVe-dlut' personnel. " he Reagan admini-tration ha"
transf~erred I I of' a planned totail of 20 relt-iisclx modern

Iculidedk missile fri cates t[ ;sto the Nax at -Resero,%c
and \A, ill continue to prox ide the reserx es %x ith modertn
planes, such as the 1. A I S fi thlter-hoiuber andl the A -[-I.

lic~hi attack aircraft. Such Plans Ilia', lhaxc to be
expanded. ais Must thle ILecal authoritx Of the Presiden~t tol
mobil i/c particular reserve units land mnd ix dual rsr
ists) qluickly in an enier-enc%

One possibility, that has been discussed Is !(o Put
three entire carrier battle ý-roups into the Nax al Reserx e.
in a special categi r\ of* ships that Axould not go to sea
unless nmobili,'ed. k'evssassicned ito these \esl

"xxould be those recentl v released from11 actix e Lit \

w~hose skills can be assumed niot ito ha' e dec-raded sic,-
nificantlx . If' the ship,, are properly maintained for
deploymilent on short notice and continuously updated
,A ith modern equipment. the estimated sax iics over f ix e
years would be on the order of' S 1 billion." There is
coiicern hoewevr, about the combhat effeetixeness of
personnel who have not operated their equip(ItMet until
mobili/ation . In addition, the carriers wkould not be
available for routine deployments or for crisis
operations.



(Iti \I UI D1)1) It Is~ tc Inipt II I,- cut, &( NY" Iniid

hcciu.c tNuc 'LIrce [-CkdictI0on1,ckin he made lin thiiý aicai
AddilionalkI. thle rc,,uft ot these cut,, in rcduccdi rcadi

ncV i\lc'~ aparnt t !tdiirim n pca,,ct inc I hc
('IM( 11,V 14ice1e \ 0SC( MO enai II c c 'it that coud

ýJie c rom S~)IIIt SIM) billion owcr thc nc\t ti\c \catN
lhc smialler thM- Cur e md 11,\ C hcCIl Jchic \e cii. K icdnc
ncI'-c' P dcnRIC ReCan li1c1il \ Car1 I'RiS7 lecqucst M pct

cen. IIlt:.. aIa, v c II()kI., & MNI(ILtm 1)1 to ( Yka ini Iur \ ai
lie rcquICstICd. The larcet L1111 Iresulis Ifroi holdillic fil
"cromi t of 0 & \1 ito 11Chle atc Inflanitaon It\ hcthci
cither ot thcsce optionsis ~I,. isc lin \ic~k of thc iiccascd

torkc Ieclk is, a matter lo i iht tuti ,Ud\ hu~t ,.I\ ius
IhIII nuenI2udeLtI ire diii icult to rss

iI \f his is, an arca % ihcic ctticicm. ics do iin

dec!radc force Ic\ c Is or thcti rcadi ncss Sccrcviai\ I ch
manil pointed to se\ era! nit lalti\c esinlukhiuc Inl iasi:,II
.OMICiic(iMi~u aliii-,'n Nuppiicrs. cotiroilin, cncsInl
pioL1'1man1s Aiter (he\ ha :c'iiiinci crc iemimi a

carecr path" loti natcnicl Iifsi~asand niaiiaiii1

Inc progiani ,tabihlt\ to a\ oid costf\ ' i p, ,iiid
dMkIl, ' ` ic has1' lieii a~.iioin~ptiIhcI l n l tIns ar,m

and dOubtMICVs munLCh reniaiii to lie done

The Pv,.st-Reziagan Aamv

(hanrgcs lin capital-imifensi~c torecs such as tile I S Nmw\
do not1 occur qu ic kIk and tilc- cimaiices ý% roucit -htbI thc
NaI.\ stamnt-, late lin tile ('atci adimiiiiitm1 itmoi 11,1 ItIll
iffect forces, and missonsw ieliI into thle nIc\t LCentlrN.
Mhe Maritime Stratcc\, fishc basis ofcret Nai\\ niis
sions and procurement coesand m. Ill pro\ [ie thie
hicltuD11 [nN)M oint for dcisionsl h\ ILII- Auture 1"l adni ist Itmln,



NeXcrthclcss., ch rices on the tuaretusw atec andbl
o\cr lttle these, ,% ill aitect the aX si\t\ cail

1.o faictors -are not likcl\ to Jilli!atIll i thle Sholt
term. hoie\ er: thle threcats ito national cmmmtmctltnts, and
tile declinlingslilint, ol politic.al leader", pcrliap"
ex en Preslidents, to fund delense, at I lsci sll tLIic tent 1,
mleet them. Himo this co ntrad iction ti l lie IIbc rolsd is

ut-.clar. 17ut1 the time oft relaits l\ painless, adjusiticnt
is, os er. [Ihere arc se rlchoices, all (It palaitablel
reduIce Commtlltnlcn-1,,ýt. accept a Lrcater risk to national
itctrests. redueC L101essar\. dICR112 rtctcpndt ot as

dicsirc ito limli't n111til tartscttHtOH led to thle '*\C%
Look.' ctuphasi/iino strateIuc nu1clear lorct:s iII a poilic\
Ot _IflasssV ealain Peiet .tc\ s Ic
ible Response., cmlphasiiw fn orces crs thv spectrutt111
ti1 conllfict. mlade selNse at a tittle \01hen tile So\ let Imlonl
ss as belies d able it) respnd inI kind to aI I it tratcý,ic

attack. and is, still thle basi,(ts of S utiltart pol)ic\
Increascd So% iet statci and thecate nu t tCcla r
c apabhilities. hoss es r. ha\c e aused a rcttatssancc ol
thinikimuc about hosM to tI ht an C\tended~k cons euttonalý1
ss ar. The Maritime Stratcg\ is pairt of that rca~ssessmeitt
Fluture chlWClenCes Inl thle I hird \\old. spCtaX'Ill\ thIos
Close to homeli ill 1.attn \illerýica tuaý cOImIiiuC %\ 11h
other trendsk such as increase,,d terrorkis ac~it it) toilter
tie lense priorities onlceca d11iiI. I hie LIreatest chlance
stou~ld occur inl the esetit ol the political tteutrlalitiaio
oft ILurope and the sUbse~tIeiCit erdto)o tslto
o(it l )

Still, It is risks to predict thle luIture. lessk eI)CIpl
ailItictpiItCd thle about11-faCe h\ Peident LCarter in1 1)97~ in1

res~ponse ito thle Soiet insasion ol Afehaniistn thec
Sos tet intimtidation of Poland. atnd thle Iranlian set/LIre oit



;\icrieafl hostages. Llent' InI the Mi ddkl Last. ( enritrl
Aitierca. or- eIsekhere ,01 si urck I\ C1.1 the tuturefi
co~rSe Ot' the t'S dctenwe poliex includingU the Na\ N

force struIcture, in %kavs th;it cannot noI% he kno~x n As
this cour11Se i, determined. N iv,% leaders hope that the
American rpýople %% III hear in ni rid the 1 780) ad% ice of
(George Washinmton: "Under ail circumsIItanIces, a dcci-
Ili, na% al superiorit\ is to he considered a fuindanmental

principle, and the basispo '.I01 \hi 1' ' al' hope oit SLCCCY\

FitList Ullnltatel depend(."

I John -\Ilci \\ iIli,,nix. -I)ctcii~c 'ic I lic (a c kr cai,,
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THE US AIR FORCE:
FORCE STRUCTURE. CHANGES.
AND IMPLICATIONS

Thomas A. Fabyanic

BY VIRTIALT FI 'L \LERY MEASURABLE indicator
of merit, the US Air Force after 1986 is a tf r superior
military instrument to the one inherited by the Reagan
administration in 1981. The quantity and quality of its
manpower. weapon systemns, and supporting systems
are greatly improved, as are readiness. sustainability.
and combat capability.

Collectively. these indices profile a cross-section
o( what is commonly referred to as the force structure.
that is, the basic size and composition of USAF combat
capability. That they indicate significant improvement
during the past several years is undeniable. Neverthe-
less. these statistical measures are not real e\idence of
combat capability. The evidence that determines the
capabilit\- 1-' the force structure ultimately is provided
on the fie,! , battle, for only combat can demonstrate
the true minttary worth of systems and. of infinitely
greater importance. the men who employ them. Valid as
they are, however, combat judgments are not timely I
judgments, good or bad. when they are rendered they
possess a large measure of finality.

Necessary. therefore, is a combat-oriented concep-
tual framework for force structure decision-making.
Such a framework would include the realities and trends
of conflict. followed by technological capabilities and
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potential. focused threat analisis. and the influence ot
d0lmest ic and International policies. When recent L SA-
force structure decisions are viewed in the context ot
their interTelationships, the more optimistic assessment,
derimed from statistical measures give ý%aN to a more
disquieting picture.

A1 Conceptual Frame work

.Although the foundation of I'S national securil. polic..
is deterrence, deterrence nma\ fail. and the nature of s ,ar

become the arbiter of one's force structure. E aluations
about that force Structultre. therefore. iMutst be nmde

" ithin the context oI t ar. [he purposes .or f hich ,%ars

are fougeht can ,ar, subStantiall : at one lexel their
intent can be to destrox a nation-state as a political

entity, while at another the aim could be the relati'cl,
minor one of suppressing insurgency. ('lausewkit/
summed it up quite nicely %, ith his analogy that wkar has

its own grammar (means and methods) but not its o\, n
logic (purpose).' Because these purposes, differ, the

methods and means used to achieve the objectives must
exhibit an aniple degree of flexibility.

War is not deterministic or mechanistic, and thus it
cannot be reduced to numbers.' Operative in war is
Clausewitz's notion of friction. Like its mechanical

counterpart. this phenomenon affects all efforts in var.
and as a consequence of it even the nost simple tasks
become difficult: fewk if any actions occur as expected.
Further suggesting that war cannot be reduced to quan-

titative judgments is the role of chance. Clause\% it/
understood the role of chance very w'ell when he sug-
gested that

absolute, so-called mathematical. f'actors never find a firm
basis in military calculation,. From the very start there is an
interplay of possibilities. probabilities. good luck and had that



S| I I I _ ll I /he I AI Pon t...... 3 I i( ) _

•¢as\c, its %a., throueh the length and hreadth of the tapcsri .
In the %s holc rance oI human acti, it-is. ".ar inost cloNcl,
rescnmlehs a a•lne of. cards.

An essential element in wAar's nature is the exist-
ence of offense and defense as complementary factor,.
Neither is perfect. nor dominant, both are operative
across the spectrum of war and at all operational levels.
Consequently, a force structure that ignores the comple-
mentarv, roles of offense and delense is one that funda-
mentally is inconsistent with the nature of war.

Aside from the nature of xNar. an\ meaningtul
assessment of a fbrce structure must include an under-
standimn of % ar as derived from its history. Onlv history,
can outline the trends of war and highlight change in its
practices. It is history, nmoreo,,er. that prevents one
from viewN inv war in a vacuum, as something apart from
the political, economic, and ,ocial conditions that allo%%
war to occur and w~hich tempers its conduct and out-
Co•m1e. History. furthermore, provides a degree of crit-
ical judgment and alerts one to the role of subjective

elements in war that "*cannot he classified or counted"
but which must be 'seen or felt."'

The second variable in the conceptual framework is
existinc and emerging technology. Technology affects
the force structure primarily in qualitative terms, but it
also can result in differing quantitive outcomes. What
can be referred to as technological .ophisticafion. for
example, could result in greater numbers of systems,
while what one might term technological comple.vitv

could have iust the opposite effect. Technological

assessments of force structure decisions can be made by
examining the trend of those technologies directly
related to military capability and determining the extent
to which they are being exploited, individually and
collectively, to provide maximum force structure



tle\ ihilIits But suhjUd-MientN can he maide onls it one
possesses an understandine, of Ms at force structure sxs
tems are needed, otherwise the tendency \%Ml he to
extract maximum henefit from ever\ technolo,2\ rather
than the relevant ones. With reuard to its c~hief* adser-
sar\ . the USSR. the United States holds a commianding
lead in basic technologies directly related to militar\
capabilitN. As showAn in table 1. the United States is
superior in 14, the two countries are equal in 6. and the

Table I
Relative LS;USSR Standing in the TwentN Most Inmportant
Basic 'Iechnnlogy Areas

I'S I N I .Y•R (SSR
RiII ~Ie hic el /uu ' siipuriu'r ilqmdi Niu/iciu

I .-cru'dm amini Fluid t)\anmuic, X
". (YumlputerN and .5ott Ioare

3. ( nvenuiioal Warhead, iIncludiniz all
Cheinical L~pl'.sciws

4. tOirccicd Enercs i-a~er) X
.5 tElcctro- O ptic ail Sc n~or inlcluding

Intrared) X

6 (uidaiicc andi Na\ leatikm
L itt: ScienceN (Human i-actoir'N

Btuuechntuluue\ i X
S. Maleriak Lihvih.High

Strengrh. Hie-h lemperaturQ N
1). Micro-Electronic Mlaterial,, and lnte-

grated Circuit %lanutlacturime X
I u c W.,uhcaJ

11, Optic, N
12- Po%%er Suiurce\, (Mohile I dnclukdes

FEnrgs Storagc) N
1'r Prnductuion \NLanutaIctu~nng i(Includes

A.utomnated C0114r01 IN
I -L Pruupuktoun i Aeros~pace anid Ground

Vchicles) X#
ISý Radar Senwor X# _____



flit- .~ Ai, ..

I6f kohotic' ind M~achn c11 f t i ii

ISl idinture: Redue1tI'n
I QSuhntarnin D etectinIt
20, t elecommunin ic atimn, di n~udc' 1,hcr

()ptitsi I

1the htit N hinited To 211 tedhnolo,icte. %itch verc cice~ted m th the
ohcmeeie ot pri-i dtfl1 a ýajid ba~c to~r coItipaiiite 0%crafl I S anld
(SSR fai echmiiiihii Th ic IIt I, In alp1habetical older I hexe tcch1

nilhilitcx are ''on the hchell And kadI atabeoraica 'I the tech
noli'ees are oit mintndedl to -miipaic tctihnocw Icel iii urrncnikI tDLPL( )'~L) EDInIlIt.rN % '\dent. I

the techjiiihiici Neleetei 1,1\k: the Poltential tor 'ic ail t k~tl
C HANGING~ the miitttarx caiPabIIt\ In thw lie\t III to -'I) \Car' bite tefl-
1010.211c, Ii re no tst lC he\ are i ipr

t
N niit or hake the piitenti.il hit i

tltbicant iinprolNetnettt. ttet\ icnoincna\ aippvar on Iatireý lists

thle a,\% iiN dent ire thait the re kaiie tvcbinoliie, le~iI CAGM
Nienibteiantil in the direction Indicated

the u~dgincint represent il~ rall 01,IIt'itLis ltf ech~ b Liie in 'I
w-,.\ area the t SSR naNd be \.uP%2iir III ,,life otth I tibse niec

ti Lit p each basic eC~hIitoloeN [ etici ace -mcnssitit clii iriterpl

rate a I .ihiit ant N ariaite %It hen m,fitt dual coInpoilents Ml a tLcehnItiiL!u%

aIre consildered

~'iiC aspar cmc \\itbeer. 1piiluml R, ijnrt". tiltn mIi'Ii I\ 'iii

/iIII ~ ~ ~ D /96 ahiein.I(tixertiiteit Priitti,t Ithee. 19W.i p)

USSR leads in none. Since these technoloc-ies, are a~llu-
able and ofter The po tent ial for chatgitng one's mbilitar\
capahi lit\ in 10( to -2t) \~ear,. the\ are essIential for arrt\ -

inrg at valid ;Ude..1Mtnen about( toree structureche.
A closel\ related third \ariable is threat analk si and

it must address, the most serious, threat as " ell as those
most likely to result in v~ar. Clearl\ the U SSR talls into
the former cateior\ and torce strujcture deci,,ions must
consider the range of possible conflict that includes a
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major nuclear exchange. conventional var. and challenpes
at the peripher-. At the same time the United State-, Must
consider the threats posed elsewhere, and it i,, in this
respect that the realities and trends of year pLa h mn
important role in the anahlis. This considerati, ould
make clear the existence of different leels of ,,at and
suggest that forces capable of fighting at one level nia hbe
totally unsuited for another leh.el. In addition, the anal\,sis
would highlight the different %as in which militar,
forces air being used and, by inference, how the\ mieht
be employed in the future ,.iven existinl and projected
determinants of 'kar+

The final element in the conceptual trane•. ork Is

defense policy, which essentially consists of interna-
tional and domestic politics. International politics is best
viewed as an environment for defense policy in vM hich
the key factors are alliance systems, the balance ot
power among and betwee'n states, and the threat or con-
duct of war. The dominant factor in this environment is
existing and potential military power, The environment
of domestic politics consists of bureaucracies and inter-
est groups. differing social classes, and political parties.
Key factors in this environment are the essential
resources of society such as its manpower, money, and
material. Any delense policN decision. including force
structure decisions, affects to sonic extent both enion-
ments: simultaneously, both environments exert influ-
ence on defense policy. T[he net result is that man\
policy decisions, and especially those that pertain to the
force structure, are not the consequence of logic: rather.

they are the result of politics." Indeed, as much as one
might wish it to he otherwise, it maN well he that the
realities and trends of war. technology, and threat anal-
yses are the less influential variables in force structure
decisions.

tm



A brief as essmient of se',eral im-oinc initiati':, e.
ý,%hen vie~ked in the contemt of our conceptual frame-
vvo)rk. tends not onk it, sugg-est the siwnificance of the
variables but the extent to Muich force structure deci-
sions reflect logic or politics.

The Strategic flefen.se Initiative

Although a Joint Servce research programi and thus not
vet a f -Orce structure issue, the potential significance oft
the Strategic Defense Initiative iSDIt %arrants at least a
brief examiflation. Althouch serious concern,,~ and jes

j ~tions are expressed about Sl)I, %ie~ in it in the contest
U ~of \x ar. technoloiev. and threat anal\ si sulggests that It

maN he one of the \kisest decisions of the nuclear era.
Above all else, there is a clear c-onceptual argument tor
SUI. The majority of those \xho have expressed their
disapproval of SDI belong primarily to a diverse -,roup
that includes scientists. physicians. politicians. anal\ sts,

and newspaper reporter,,. .[he one trait that most appear
to have in common in their opposit ion to strafe e ic
defense is a fundamental lack of' understanding about
the key, issue of "~ar. '['his shortcoming is most recret-
able. since It is the nature of war and the :omplemen-
tarx' interrelationship of offense and defense ats elements
of wkar that fbrm the essence of the conceptual argument
for SIX1

Although it is, generally accepted that offense Is the
dominant formi of wAarfare, much ev idence is to the con-
trary. One mere) tne ed compare the oblectfives ofI
offense and defense to observe, in a metaphysical sense.
that defense is the higrher form of v ar. Its purpose isl to
protect and preser\ e. hut the aim) of offense is to destro\
and, in sonmc cases,, annihilate. One can argue also that
defense is the stronger and less demandingI type of war-
fare. Thus. wAeaker forces can depend on defensive wvar



and sur%,ie. but theN might he des.tro\ ed it t'~ex rc-.)ri
to otilensi%,e %%~at. inal l\ . def ense permit, one to albsorb
initial attack,, and initiate offensi\ e action at a tine and
place ol his o\Nn choosing. It P, for these reasons that
('lausekk it/ Could arctie that 7h de/t'ne 101Mfl 0/ 11 ill
Iart'i lAý imrnjlicaIIt ifflt,'mg'1 Owin th/ it( i/u c . andki
although It is Imiplicit in the nature of 1% arj. it Is at okdds
\kith prex alent opinion. x% hich pro\ es, ho%ý Ideas canl ti
confu~sed hmN superficial xrirs. ipasisln the
oricinal . iIn other kiords. the notion of oflensix spei
ority apparentlr hall little conceptual baibut deleCii
si~ '%al araie has, much to jus~t i \ It. VIlIII C0 1Cpt nal

kal idit% aside. hoxm exer. it, clearl,,ueet that
warlare is, characteri/ed b% offernse and deelenecx enCl
thouc-h one or the other form ma\ take prece.:denec at
anx iN f tine.

Recent millitar% history clearl\ shtmx~s that the tend-
encN to il-nore the i-clationship hetxeen offense and
defense is, not limited to) the present generation, F-or
example. strategists, in Woirld War t Iailed, for the most
part. to recogn i/e that at somte timie prior to the '\ ar.
defense had icained ascendancy over ottrNse. fin reirti-
speet. the U'S C'ivil War and the Russo-iapanese War
tottered ample evidence that the arbit rament,, ofl \at-
\%ere deftense and attrition, not efo -. !ndmip ''r
But that lesson1 did not bCcotIie clear to mo10t miliiarx
leaders until the ot fensi yes in World Warll I 21-011md to at
halt ton the Western Front. Byý that time. ltoo much had
beenf netd] ut

An additional element in) the conceptual ariui-en111~t
lot defense is, the (alasexxItiarii notitont of fricition as it
applies ito %Aar. As, at .on~seqcjLCCe of' frictiotn. x at dtie,,

not unft dd a,- planned: trot ps. wecapons sstmand

equipment function di fferentlý v xhen %\iat impo ises its
nature upon thern. (us it sstatemnent. ever\ thi ne



In %ta I[ i'%e r\ simple. hut fihe 'aImplest thmLi Is. dfif
cult." is a clear reco!enit ion of the problem.,

B\appl- inL the principle of frict ton to nluc lal
conflict, one Can rccoglni/e that amiple room em\t it~or it

ito domtinate such conflict. The main c ause of t rict ion
\kould he the uncertaint\ ass~ociated x% ith the ei I ica of
nuclear %keapons. none oit which have e~er been te~ted
in a manner that even remnotek appromnimateN kkf ar hi s
potential for friction I,, enormou s and a 'I Consequence

'of it. not competent rmlitar\ officer could elain a hI h
le\el ot' confidence for a nuclear attack Ioo mian\
Uncertaint ie, ec ist; US imuitarN off icers knox\ it and -'o
do their Soviet counterpart,, A,, professional off ceis.

howvkcer. the\ m ill attempt ito reduce thle le\C ciandl kHIec
oftfriction as it relates, to their, Opcrations. sM hue reCall
ing that it cannot be eliminated.

C'onsider, then. hotk an acti\e I. S defense '% ould
add to the problem oft the So, iet attack planner O f
neCessI*it\. the entire So\iet attack formulation and thle
requirements for often'. \ s\ stein' tkon d undereo
major modi ficat ions. The So' ret'. %%ould needL 10 COD
tend wkith a~ -rcailk im pro~ ed U.S surx eiflance and reconl-
naissance syrstey and aI la, ered defense speci ficall\
tailored for hoost-phase posthoost. m1idcourse, and ter-
minital defense. Further cormplicating the attack '.kould he
US preferential defense option% that 'N~ould permit
defenses, oft varied inIteNsit\ . SomeI tareets V. ould be
defended hem\ily and others, lightl\ bul t it ~ojldk be up[
to the So\ iets to f~i re this out1 Abo) e all else, thle
Sox let attack planner A ould []Cedi to cope ktith friction
and uincertaint\ . Substantial ainounts of both ~ udbe
!enerated by U S detenses. but much mort: xoUld occurL
becausec of Sov iet limitations. Simipl\ put. the So\ iets
could not test their capabilitN against a US defenise svs-
ten) anm, more than they currentf\ can mea'sure their



eftecti eness ~aginst thie c'iti L S force struct nrC
TIbus, the added Iriction and1 resultine1u uncertaint\11 lner-
ated bN anl acm .e L'S defenscs ýon Id cOMIpOL nd thle
Soy ict attack L:ICaIcLI iii us gc a~ oue t r rat lie r t han
arithnmet ic fashion, and [lhe probaithii v. of sucess II LIf
decrease accordinglN. Some So'. et x'.arhcads, %%I.II pecnc-
trate and the resultinge destructixees '.' Il be of no
simallI concern, eeni thoughl thle primarN target" of thle
attack %.~ill he US retaliato~r'.s tm and not, a,, some
Sti2ilest, . US cities, Butl. aIrLeumenIWtsdat ocusN onl thle
imnperfectahilit\ of an actie dlefens~e aside from helmn,
irrational. iunore thie lare-er contributioll that d~efense canIl
mlake to deterrence and hence the prex ent it t of con ti :t.

A chief' objection ito stratepic defense 1 thatL It

%k'ould lead to instabilmt. either InI a cr'isis stituaion.
k.' hrein one side jmighit think it possessed anldl atc
or in an intensive deveClopment and de~plo\ inenlt effort
c haracterizied b\ some as, ani arnis, race in spee

* \ thoug-h the inst,,bi lit% 11"U~llCI ii icut pt sSess s Iie . a id
if\ . it loseCs mu1Lch Of its rele alice \% hen \ ic'.'. d in the
Lotite\t of millitar'. histor\ anld our cxpcrieitce '.'.ith the

deploymnent of nuclear s%\ stems. ( )ne prob~ibfý s'. old
search the annals of militar\ histor\ in vatinl to finld aI

'.'.ar caused by instabilit resiltnell- from the deplo\ineiltt
of \%eapon sy stems. Indeed, all of thle cxIIIC idenc appars1
to thie contrar\ . cx en during the rinclear period. As an

example. for almost a1 (.ftiarter of' a Ccentur\ !ol0WIo'.' n
World Waýr HI. LS nuLclear1 suLper... is created force
structure insfabilit' k o ' tile V.SSR. butl It led to no0

nuclear conflict.
Add It ionlM 1 . the historical record xx ouId se es

that neither snperpox'.er %W'.old init1Ciate nclear xx ar to
presenit the other fromi deplovinig a fundamentalN I'ne%%'
\kc.apons ssstein. [Hie Soviets, for eviample. took tie
lead inl thle deplo\ merit of land-based mlissiles, and



currentilk are thle onlyj nation ito flossess anl operat lolia I
antisatellite '.'. aponl. ihc Vnited St-ies. on thle other,
hand1. led in Nea-JlaunchedJ'BJs W1nIN.d multiple mdC-
pendentI'. tareeted reentry \ci.ehIc~s NMI R~os Ini these
and other '.iniilar dep \floyentls, the other side nleleI\
delICopedI '.'.hat a11Mouted. to an otfstctlinl capahlilt'
'.\Oich difflers' su~bSItanti\' Iro-m Mi. at is, re~ferred to 'IN

act rn - react i(n.

Ths rend, morove. sem to sue s~t th1at snhI-
Ntanil'. e or dramlatic hrecakth-OuehIS are not1 a charaýcteris-
tic of So'. jet-Ameiricanl arms .omlpetitionl \\ hat one side
deC'.elo-S thle other' sOOn) acdre.atlOLi10 thle record
does Nhmm'., that. e\cept for a te'.\ instan.ces, the ! nited
States has ma111intained a qulitati'.11 C edt-e. Inl thislar
"should thle I. nitcod States de'. elop all et c.Ilect (i'.edtense
"5\stNicl '.itou110t thle LUSSR's loll\Io'.,-, suit. thle I nited
StateCs hads pfledgedo puLhl iCl' to share1- its technoloc'.1
C'. nics '.ý hot do not take thle ( nited StateS eriAousi'. Or
crintics',' ho0 areLIe that pro'. dLine detelnsixe teChnIIolo' to)
thle So\. iets IN. to Pilt it mlildlk imprudentICII. perhaps can
take some conilort Iin thle reali/ation that the So'. icts.
throuehi ' ariou~s meanls. miuall'. ha'. eI1,1IL n1n0e toohiain
desireCd militU1ar'I.I dta Iromn the WestI

()pponenltN of SDI1 also cite It', onsequnc esI~I.: toly thle
19 7 2 A 13M I Treat I . t1me Cr' i)si \11,1on o f wh )Iho 1 k .. 1\ mI) fId

appear Ito pre'. emt the deplo\mc n ontf an eltecti'. e trate-
"eIc deteINrse' hIsl- are-UnmentI( (nllt 011.1,11 k\ demimmmnstrates'
a narro'.k '. me' of thle purposes of arms control h\. sue,-

"eestille that 11% "Uh MM\ le r tile Ll~tilIKtC 111Ceasure1 ot
ilcfllt 'Ihat siumpl~ Is not tile case . Arnus contojl-o Is hut1
on1k I alhtel ý\fa ' tl one) ol s'eraýI means111 Used Ito mila111-
ta1m1 detrrIlce--I It IN 11ot. h0it \'. , 111 en. 1nLen ill itself, an1d
tOWs Its, products0 should unldeneLm conitimal assslmn

'Ilie cfImmcept of dIcerledimie, oimes hallistic. rimiussie
fomrce 15mii I litaiii Isound11(. a pom 'lit ' l tuldersfomd h.\
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militarv officers, both Soviet and American. Until
recently, how ever, the characteristics of ballistic mis-
sies prevented an effective defense, and because of
those circumstance,, the ABM Treaty made sense in
1972 and for several years to follow. But not% ý,e need
to question the relevance of the ABM Treaty, -since it
appears that the concept of defense can become a practi-
cal reaiity by s\stematc exploitation of emerging tech-
nologv. The treaty, j, not sacrosanct and both sides can
modifx it through negotiations. A refusal to consider
that option ignores existing technological realities, the
basic elements of deterrence, and the nature of % ar:
moreover, it ,aould confirm the view of arms control
critics that the 2goals of arms control advocates are sadly
misplaced.

Those who oppose SD1 on technological groun0lds.
like those " ho raise the instabilit\ argutent tend to
ignore the hitorical record. It would suggest the least
difficult problem for SI)I is technolog. , comment,, from
scientists opposing strategic defense notwithstanding
in that regard. one only need recall the distinguished

scientist. Vannevar Bush, who ridiculed the idea of
ICBls in the \ears tollov, inc World War II. ) Although
there are serious technological questions pertaining to
strategic defense. teasibilitv ik not one of them. The rel-
evant questions are kkhich technologies, of the se\cral
that sho,,w promise, offer the highest probabilit\ of suc-
cess and howx they can bc exploited for defensive pur-
poses.

But perhaps the most relevant point about technol- I
ogv is its relationship to the larger scheme of things',.
l)uring the nuclear era wve. as a nation, all too often
have allowked technology to dominate or exert undue
influence on our decision-making process. Quite often
instead of using technology to satisfy conceptual



lorinulations we have permitted tile reverse t) occur,
and as a consequence technology has tended to control
our actions. Fortunately. SDI has returned us to a nmore
logical order of things. first bl establishing a conccpt
and. as a second step, looking for technology to proý ide
the means or force structure. S1hould that occur, a meas-
ure of intended comipatibilitx xould Cxist bcletween an
element of the force structure and the purposes tor
which it exists. Regrettably. one cannot sax that for
other Reagan administration structure decisions

The Midgetman

A classic case of a misguided force structure protess
and decision can be found in the effort to de,,ign.
develop, and deplox a mobile small intercontinental bal-
listic missile (SICBMI. referred to a. Mideetman. The
outgro\th of the President's Commission on Stratcgic
Forces (Scowcroft Commission). Midgetman is quile
inconsistent with the realities of ,,ar and reasoned threat
analysis- as a proposed system, it exists not because of
logic but because of domestic politics.

The origins of Nfidgetman are found in tmso ver\
debatable and related issues concerning a possible stra-
tegic nuclear exchange \kith ICBMs--land-based mis-
sile vulnerabilitx and a concept known as first strike. In
brief, the former accepts as valid the assumption that
Soviet ICBM reliability and counterforce potential
(ýhich derive from xkiarhead yield and accurac\) are
sufficient to destro\ the mnajority ofL US fixed-based svs-

terns. First strike simply postulates that the So\iets. hb
launching a massive nuclear attack first. could destrox
enough US systems to render a US response unlikehN or
inpossible. The burden of proof for these positions. ob
course, rests %Nith the advocates, but despite extensive
research, analysis, and argumentation, the evidence
remains lacking.
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pursuing Midgetman unsound. The first of these is
uncertainty about its operational eftectiv.eness resulting
from the system\s mobility. Errors in location or orien-
tation at launch can lead to significant miss-distances. a
condition that is particularly undesirable if one is aiming
at hardened targets. An alternate guidance s.steni that
relies on stellar-aided inertial or NAVSTAR reception
in the missile (as planned for the Navv's Trident !1 mis-
sile)' could improve accuracy, but such a system raises
reliability and vulnerability questions. Mobility also
requires use of a hard mobile launcher (HM1) to trans-
port Midgetman. Such a system would require off-road
capability and must be able to withstand wind vectors of
several hundred kilometers-per-hour and blast pressures
up to 40 p.si. '- Finally. from an operational standpoint.
the Midgetman's range and penetration capability are
doubtful because of congressionally imposed weight
restrictions.

Dollar and manpower costs also impugn the
wisdom of Midgetman. The General Accounting Office
(GAO) estimates that each Midgetman warhead will
cost about $100 million as compared to $25 million for
an MX warhead. Total cost for the program is estimated
at $44 billion. Moreover. GAO concludes that man-
power requirements will be on the order of 20.0(00 to
34.M(X) additional personnel."•

To the foregoing issues one must add the implica-
lions for arms control efforts. As is well known. ver-
ification is onc of the most serious challenges for arms I
control efforts. and the introduction of mobile systems

can only exacerbate that issue. Verification aside, even

the monitoring of

total missile limits would apparently require very intrusive
cooperative measures that go far beyond relying on national
technical means. These intrusive measures would prohabl,
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include a serx detailed listing of Lill missile production facili-
ties. the establisihment of annual production quotas for
wteapon s~sterns and their niaior subcomiponents, and the
estensivle emnploymient oit human inspector,,."

Such measures. howe~er, \&otld require a giant step
forwxard tor an obsessivel\ secretie societs such as the
U'SS R.

The evidence ac-ainst MIid-etman. therefore.
appears o~erwhelming. Nevertheless, the influence oit
doniestic politics. a., exerted throui-h coni~ressional
pressures. may result in Ultimate deploymient.

A chief advocate is Representative Les As pin.
Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee.
\xhose primlar\ focus appears, not ito be the nature of s\ ar

anid its histor\s. Notwithstandinuc the reasonabl\ ohs ions
irrational h v of' MIidg-efman. A.-spin not only Persists in
his support for it but is critical of the L'SAl' and the
Pentai-on for offerimn, their professional udgrients
against it. Apparentk ftrustratied because the military
does not see it his NNa\. Aspin laments. *no\&. izoddamni
itt. you vot these loons over tin the Pentagon tryinLe to
cashier the Midiemian." As an eiiehl-term coneress-
man msith a Ph.D1. in economnics and tmo years, of- mili-
tar\' experience as, Pentagon economist. he obviously
should have somne valued inisiehts on the issue. But he
clearly m ersteps the hound, of- credibility \%hen he

armues further. sav in,.

One 4f mn priorities in ths business . is to so11flvete \il-
ne rabi lit\ vf la nd-based missils I '. his i-ox em men tit ours
screcs s around .ý ith problemns fore' er. If soL\Cis cot enouchI
of a consensus to go ahead ss ith it. lets, dot it.!

And therein lies the heart oft this force structurine,
problem. Anl otherssise intelligent and competent Con-
icressrnan. w\hose overall record on defense issues,
deser\ses some praise, reveals his utter lack of' under-
standing about war by stating that his priority is to



..solk & the ,ulnerahilit% problem. Such _,ross miscon-

cetosand efforts at man ipulIat ion not on I have an
ad~ erse affect onf [tic resulting force struicture. ihe\ haia'e
a siunificant influence on the essential resource,,, such
as nmanpow er. moneN . and material, that form (the
essence of donmestic policy. But "hen one recognt/es
that the decisions made in the environment of domiestic
politics are ultimatelN felt in the environment of interna-
tional politics. then the final consequences of such well
intentioned but fundamentally wronuc decision,, become
clear.

The Aldvanced Tactical Fighter

Amajior element in the USAF's Tactical Fighter road-

Advanced Tactical Fighter (AFr). Thomas E. Cooper.
Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Research.
Development, and Logistics. sumns up its feature,.:
One is .. sustained supersonic flbigh Aithout usinL rnilitar\
powmer Another kcN one is aftfordahilitN . %-ith the _,rcat
emphasis in the Air Force toda\ oin ret iabi lit\ . ma in -
tai nabilit y. and supporlabilit\.

We are also looking fi~r STOL charactecristics. The rie'.
ýmn-ine that we are look ing at right now. xN ill have a txMo-

dirnien~sional notlze. We Lire not look inc, for V SlOt. just
STOL. so thai we can land and take off on short rurm~a~ s.
hattle-darniased run~k a\s.

A final characteristic %\c are lookineL for is at mo1dicum11 Of
lo'k ohservahiliix . and there is at key t~here, too, ats to ho"s
much to" observabilit\ are Ace talking about, because thereI

t ~are some trade-otfs in termis of performanice and foA
observathility.

Basically, the A*UF is a proJected means of* defeat-
ing an ex pected Soviet air threat. In the past few years
the Soviets have improved their Frontal Aviation funda-
mentaliy by moving frorn short-rangze day fighters to



lon,-er-rane-e aircraft \,%ith improved ad~ erse \% cathei
capahilitv . Continued impro\ emncrts canl he expected,
and it is reasonable to a~sSUtne that concomitant changeeN
will occur in So,,iet operational practices and command
and control procedures to exploit the ne\& technolog\

Hoeweer. the pro 'jected So\ iet air threa.t allhout.1h
not to be takeit I ightlý . does not otter ample justificatilonl
tor the ATE. The UJSAF. therefore, has pro\ ided addi-
tional rationale that links the emerging So\ iet threat to
the existence of' ne~x and] adan1ced US technologies. in
co~ngressional testinimot the 1USAF arg~ues.

%%c need to takc ad\ antagCe (1 Id\ aniced technotocie' t. roN,,
the board in term'. of lot, '.i,-nature,,. lo" krvb

kekill lo ok to Such ad%~ anced techn h 0LIC' th Mi a\ i-

onc, ster lr operahi lit\ ind reti h it it \ enhzintccinc ntý in
leri1)s of the \ cr\ high specd integrated circulitr\ .. We \, ilIl
civec it increased rantee and '.'. e t.ill hawe short take-ott
and landing c apabi lit\ to let it re mi ox ornic ot tile tet her to
soine of the longer base,,.

It \xill have a Idetetedi take-ott Calpabilit\ . and " ill Also
be- able to land "ithin I deletedl and "tc are lookineo lr thruNt
reversers to help US have that performnance reginie."

Clearly the USA F is exploiting the opportunities
offered by advanced technolouv and is addressinLe a kev
aspect ot the Soviet threat expected in a Central Euro-
pean war. What one must question. however, is the
extent of the threat analysis- In particular the existing
Soviet threat against N ATO airfields wVould seem1 to
question the advisability of continued reliance on fixed
hase%. Soviet Operational Maneuver Groups andI
Spctsnai units (special purpose forces) have the
capability and clear potential to penetrate rear areas,
quickly, wAhile operating independent of' main forces.
Soviet surface-to-surface missiles, such as the 55 2()
but particularly the SS--21 . SS-22. andi the SS-23
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SuperSCu~d all pose direct threats against NAl k air -
lields. - Finall\ . eere-inu So% iet air assets raise funda-
mental questions about the sx--uritx of fixed batses

hI a response to these tx pes of threat,, the k SAF"s
General Charles L. Donnellx . Jr. . CNCUSA EL.
claimed. "IThe enemy \sj takin,_ out at ruin\% \ slo\\s tie
dossn. hut it doesn't stop mie." Ile fUrthersuetd
that the combination of' an TFL, with it take-off roil of
less than 2,M() feet. and some 2(g) s-i!i:,hle airstrips in
West German\ ý ottid permit the conduct of operations
under a Sovie't attack..

Such argumntC1s. althoughl not totali I persuas1I\Ce
do have merit. But wAhat the\ realls suLeeest,1 is that thlt
USAF must hle prepared to fig-ht. unider at'tack. front dis-
persed locations. Hlov wecll \ke should he able Co do (fhat
appears ito he a most re le ~ant question for aný iiblter

f'orce structure decision. hut thus far it sceems to take at
back scat to the potential for ad\vanced technolotw,
The perf'ormance characteristics the ATE offers are
highly desirable. hut they must he put into the context
of mo(ýre prohable wartime operations.

By w~ay of' analog,-v the US AF appears to he fol-
lowinL, in the footstep, of the L'S Army Air Corps w.hen
it began its search for at long-range escort fighter prior
to World War 11. The efforts heuan wkith assumptions,
that proved to be wrong: that the aircrath needed su~tf-
cient internal fuel to match the bomber's rantue- that it
required two pilots, to compensate for t'atigue:, and that it
acin.eTheda reasultiognn ers tsuc afesithe Bn ell XFM-l
acinee. ath leastltwog gusinnes forc aksithe andl deFensIv
Airacuda) proved to be totally unsuitable, of' course,
simply because their size significantly limited perform-
ance characteristics. The answer to the long-rangee
fighter escort came not f'rom a new desifin but from the
application of' an existing technology, the external h'iel
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taink. 13\ iakine, it Ia ettisonahie tanik. both ranec: anJ
rperlormnnc x %-.re ctained

\\hat this hisioric.al examIple sugge111CIst is, that the
L*S.\ shouild zusk Itself a L~'Cquestion: Are prOwcrced

fihter deswins neý% wid inno\ ati e, taking a0\anta-ce of
all possible tmintitjfl(jnj% of ad~anced techib i-ý,?

are they mierely straight-line extrapolation-. trom present
approaches! The admonishment of' a \A ell respect-ed ana-
lyst (although offered in a slichtlv difflerent contextI
should he heeded.

those [it p o' t ' influence in the All- ptogram. both
mm~ and in thc f'uture. mnust remain !,nk~q\ mnundul 1of %h\
that aircraft is being, de\-elopcd and vs/WI0 It s, e\p)Ccteti to dot.
lest technoloc-ical dererininisni lead us once ag-aminto put the

cart betorc the horse." Emphasis in the oriumnaL

The Special Operations Forces

Perhaps the least t-lamlorou~s Air Force s\stems addressed
in force structure debates are the special operations. torces
I SFf. ()stensihlv . ethw'Ots have been under-"a\ since 198 1
to rev itali/c SOF. but the f'orce structure since 1986
clearly demvonstrates that little protgress has been made.
Althouc'h several reasons can be advanced to explain this
lack of' nodertiiation, the key elettient is a fundamencrtal
lack ot' Air Force understanding! about \xar in general and
wvar at the hw.k end of the conflict spectrumn in particular.
Nox% here is that intellectual shortcomino more obvious
than in Air Force doctrine.

Even a casual readin- of* the I1984 version of' Air
Force Manual I -- I .Ba~si- Aeri-o7spacc 1)(t-'(rrjc (1/ I/U
UnitedI Stat'x Air F'orce. suggests little institutional

interest or understandins. about the essence of' \ar, that
is. its nature. Instead of' viex~inc war in all of' its com-
plexity. ats a test of' independent wills dominated by, fric-
tion, the Air Force is content to view the phenomenon



in termis be-I described as deterministic and ichanis-
tic."~ The Air Fortce s paradiem 01 of% ar tenids to % ic~k thle
phenomenon as an enormous engineering problem ito be
soltved through the app'ilatiwn of quLantiti.ihle Lictors.
.such as mien. machines, act. !cchnoloLv

Gjiven this approach. Air Force thinking- sees no
need to make distinctions about the different le\ els (it
%%ar and the challenges the\ present. As a consequence.
the Air [orce sees no specitic role or function for So l,:
indeed, the tlexibil1itN pOStulated for Sol[ assumes, that1
they, are appropriate f-or use al anm number oft points onl
a seamiless cloth of conflict intensitl, [hat bein,- the
case. specific strategies totei- mp1lowmen t of S( )F at thle
loiijl, of the conflict spectrum are d~eemed Un neces -
~ar % It follox% s. *,!eretore. ilta: -:itionalizationN for So l
mo1derni/ation be01comeclluailK urnnecessary,.

Not sUrprisingl\ numerous conceptua; ct'Allenges
have been raisedI to these Aijr Force doctrinal tUdgin11Crits
concerning, SoF.i" The c.hallengecs. hoc'~ en have been)
ignored or rejected b\ the senior Air Force leadersh p).
%%hich continues, to ar,-ue for S( ) appl icabi i tý across
the broader spectrumD of confliict. The A ir Fortce 'h ict ot
Stafft. foir example. maintains that although

some~ prcei-cen SpeCial ( )perations VoLCcs IS( ) 1is 1ei[.]p-
(niarkinxeployed in serx 1(1\k incnsiti.. opcraitions
that'ý ith stuft ,ni rh att, 'neith ot tOur Sol )F orces are neces
saril\ trained and equippedl to tigti all lesets ot conllici,
and the sx steniis ý%e bu\ h a c it) h e rot insi anid allitt irhte jnd
capable ac 0 Iss a %%ide LiM11 iiiicspectItrmn.i- i n ph imsis added

At at minimium, such a \ ies, clearly demionstrates a
lack of discernmlent about sv ar. and in particular it
ignores the crucial relatior.,hip that exists bcets en its
ends atnd mecans. Mo re important. it explains a clear
lack of- emphasis on the development of specific Sol.F
wecapon s\ stems. The Air F-orce artitilent. that SOF are
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to tiht at all levels of conflict. requires SoU to comn-

pet. x• ith other elements of the force structure. ,uch as

F- 1 5s. F- 16s, F--II Is,. and the like. 13% an, measure of
prformnance. how~ever. these latter s\stemns are mnuch
more capable than t\pical SOF aircraft. "Luch as AC 13t0
gunships and H11-53 Pac Lovk helicopters. In an. per
t*ormnance referenced criteria. therefore. S(): aircraft
vould appear to possess relatively limited capahilitt
and. henLc. less potential. If one then imposce s iscal
constraints upon the evaluatiwc pro'ess. the out+'onite is,
toreordained---SOF simpl\,, cannot compete. 'his lack
of intellectual discernment about \%ar and the ipositit imn

of hudget realities hav e combined to limit SOI- e.1nhan.c-
ment programs severcl,. Indeed. as noted h\ t,,o
defense-minded senators in a recent letter to the Secre-
tar\ of l)efense,

It is di seouraptivn to notie that totla% ve havec xact I the samei
number of %WC 130 Combat [aoin aircralt 14) and AC I 3i)
\ 11 guin,.hips, 0ll0 10 , a .• e had at the time of I)esert ()nc.
and isso te.wr IIII 53 Pavc I o., helicopter,, than .. e had in
Ma\ 19,S•)17 todae, compared s% ith 1) in lISOC'

These views. although directed at the Air Fotce.

are representative of a broader concern about SO:
found throughout much of" the US Congress. Indeed.
some members of Congress. who noted that SOt did
not henefit appreciably from the Reagan arms buildup.
eventually recogniz.ed the force structure problem to be

a symptom of' a deeper. more t'undamnental issue. In I
their view, the SOF problem resulted front an organiza-
tional arrangement that, in effect, made S(F enhance-
ment an option for the senior Air Force leadership.
Consequently. in October 1986. the Congries took SOF
prerogatives away 'rom the Air Force (and the other
Services as well) by creating a new unified command,
the United States Special Operations Forces Command



f .'SS(o-C). "' The enabling leis1latron Lax c the ucx
C01111i1and responsibilitx tot all allairs relating to ,pccial
operations actix itres. including

a. dcxclopinfl strateg\. doctrine, and tactics:
bh c-dcduclinll speciali/ed c, tLr-Ns of instruction l0T

ctolninislsioned and noljcollli ssroned otficers:
c. ensurin• combihat readiness:
d. de\eloping and acquiring equipment peculiar to
special operations and acquiring special operations
peculiar material. supplies. and crviccN:
c. ensuring the ntlcriPabhlit\ o(i equipment and

10orces.

%ioreower. the lecislation ditected that the nexx unifICd
command be headed b\ an oflicer of tour-star rank: cre-
ated a nexk Assistant Secretar\ ot Defense for Special
Operations and LowA Intensit\ Conflict" and establishcd.
within the National Securitv Council. a Board for Lo %
Intensit\ Conflict to coordinate I'S policy for to\k-
intensitv conflict. '

This nev. legislation is important tor the Lnited
States. in part because ot w hat it portends tor fututr
SOF development and employment capabilities. For the
Air Force it is important because it virtlally assures that

capable Air Force SoF . ill be created not because ol
institutional leadership but in spite of it.

Judgments and Implication.s

When viewed in the context of conflict trends. focused
threat analysis. technolov. and military policy aw influ-
enced bh domestic and international politics, a number
of judgments and implications emerge about tSAI
force structure changees since 1I9. The first judgment

is that many of the major force structure initiatives are
externally motivated. The Strategic fDefense Initiative.
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olitsI ite oflte mil1itarN and, for the Inlo't part. h\ c.I\ 11
lian' Sckond.L [tic e\ferrtal udernenits appe''r nf Vic in' 'r
aIccurate xx he thexc\ r~ broa'd. conci'eptual flt'tioiis

C SDI )I1ad S(F )[ iMxer'elx thil end toIL b0Ie it Odds
xx ith the Ipnrpo0`, (11ilitr poxxcr xxlien adx Calinr-,

p~'~ifl xx dp~'n s"tc:Ils sUdi a,. \1i dcimnun [Hinrd. tile

sLIch hItundI itself res[Ipo1L nd'ine to Ronal Id RCeaeal koIn SID)I
The hardxx are focus also has prex ented thle dJCCx eLopIkfi
(Itf conccpjtuald aruiLICIHnt tu'Mti'st MSLIdetUM1ti1 htI at tile
sameI timeI It has sUrtaCedI thle more1- erious "perational

limiitations about the sx stem.- [hF hrdl e focts Is
.jUitC Cx iden~t inI the puLrsuit o1 AIIF. Reerettabls thle
effort appears to he aiming for a straig'ht-lfin e etrapola-
tion Of current -Lcnerat ion tiuihters hinmcad ot fundamen-
tal departures, that miuiht he possible t,% ith a combination
of ad xaneed technolovcis. The final tUdgnient is that the
Most infIluential %ariables, in the conceptual tramexx \ork
are not the miore obx iotns one,. such ,s \xxar and threat
anaix sis: rather. domestic politics are thle mlalor dieterni-1
nants. Ihlus thle forcL' structure. alihoulch1 the ouitput oft

man\ thi isI not the result1 primari f\ of' logic.

Teimplications oft thle changes are sex'eral- 1*ist.
if SDIl leads ito a credible deplo~ nient programil. It
clearlx xikii result in the imost sicuificant chan'e InI the
torCC t(ruIcture sinc i adxent Of thle nu1clear JVCe. JFor
thle f irst time in thle hkitorx of nuclear deplo\ nent a
force sltructure \xxIll he balanced and conIsistent xxith the
nature ot a and thus xx il contribute1 ito deterrence.
Second. Niidcetinan, because it liacs a warfi chtinc
raitionale, is, unlikeký t0 sUrx ix e. Perhaps poxxerlul
domestic political preSUres, canl sa\,e it. but the lone -,
term implications of suech an outcome w~ould haxe pro-
foun1d con~sequecesC1 for UiS mitiitar-N policy. Third, the



emtcrnall\ d.ilrcted rcotin!Ii/atmin oft Si( creates .:midil
fioiils tlhat Iiiij-h lead tw 6, hejci-iminL nI m.Ininctil1

fo~rce. The t nitcd States, needsni imltur\ pim~cv that it
can use. and the trends of xolr Irfare su ec-est t hat S( )t
capabilmt x\wuld be at most appro~priate 11nitlfr force:
1'or the foreseeable future.

The final implication P\ the moist serios )lne.
becausec it rakses quesons111 ahmnt tile pr!otessional coinl-
petcence of the Air 1Force to, make JUde-mIents 0CM1ncern
its force struIcture_. The appro~ach to each ofithe foýrce

md nCI~rc i~ssues ad~dreC'o,ed here Cin ---SO 1)1. I idctinan
ATE-. and S()F--u et serIious lInntS to Air FLorC
thinkinL c.oncerninu, it', fundaietl111 talsk o~f udrt
inL anTd tIehuine kkar. The SM~ initiatixe has, been font-
MierdULL it conies not from the Air Foc.hoxc~c c. but
fromi the Presidcnt of the Vnited States .\dalILIo h
fi~r \ears hac xcelapsed sinceQ thle tirsidenits call for
.SDI, the A.ir- Force a \ ci to) offeracoprhn c

raMtioale IOr SDI based On theC nature 0f 1A ar1 Si111,1 fI

thle A-ir- l0ri.c s lippos'ition t10 MlidoetnII1an 11thOl'-iih
laudable, also) e lhiits a lack of LIndcrstahf1ilnc bO)Ot
V~ar and It', ndtUrC. -he AIF 1nith'atixc. M\cntat
merckCI demionstrates thle Air- [orce' kll' s id
emphasis tin techniifolkx"

toarn a" thle Air lorIc dIoes, that CmnICrei211
technlocie must b.incoporated InI a ilc\ý 11-1ter:

dcsh1 ton ii repacec~itn sstrsIs twt kithontml meri
cl. suct.h ratiiaiaii 1hardf are sufficienit Iiiist)

thle AlIT. the ahid and rclex ant arl-uIinCnts fort a fnc:ý
I tehiter should be found prinmari lxin an onderstanIdine iif

ar arid strateex, and not1 in1 tchiiiloord . [ilit the realti
(if \k ar and stratem2 are Ii)[i part- ofl tile .\ir- tiirkc , .:il

CceptuLK klandscape: InI it', so1cheme of 11hin12 tCChIIIIex(L Is
the diiiom6,1nt fea~tu~re ('OnsequJenllr - it is liKCly thit thle
Alir lorce. if left to Its ii~ n dc),ices. ill entecr the nexti
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conflict unprepared. just as it did in Korea and V jet-
namn, with a w.eapons .sNsteml lareel\ unsuited tor thre
tasks at hand.

[orllunately . the SOP initiativ es taken b\ the L. S
Conuress, art institution that[ clearlk exhihit,, an under-
stanldinv of The trend-, of* s\arf-are. mnay result in force
structure enhancements that mould have heen unlikel\
uinder Air Force leadership.

In sumn. althoug-h Air Force readiness trends ha\ c
sonImpress .ive improvements dur ing the Reagan

administration. serious wPeaknesses tbr the future are
apparent. These we~aknesses stemD trOm intellectual deti-
citrnctes concernitie the nature oft \sar and the mnistaken

belief' !hat a robust' capable. and flexible force structure
is at substitute for conceptual thinking about \k~a.ir
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POPULATION DEFENSE
THROUGH SDI:
AN IMPOSSIBLE DREAM
Jerome Slater

David Goldfischer

PRFsii~tm RF.xEAGAS Strategzic 1)etene Ini-
tiative (SDI) has been greeted with wid'espread skepti-
cism and criticism. especially amnonL, scientists and in
the arms control commutnity. This reaction is quite
understandable, in light of the specific ar-LUnments
emphasized by the Reagan administration and. equally
important. the overall record oif the administration in
armis control and Soviet-American relations.

To beuin. contusion and inconsistency surround
the purpose and mission of the proposed ballistic missile
defense ssstemn. There are four possible missions, that
ballistic missile defense mi-ght perform. First. the Presi-
dent's conceptu:afl saeppltion: OU10 defense Of 111e
United States, to be shared wxith the Soviet Union at
soine later date, that \% ill have the effect of end in-
MIAl) and re ndering e nuclear %keapons -irmpotcrit andI
obsolete. ''Second. hoý\\ evr. fullI-scale population
detenc ris night be pur-sued not because it xý6il abolish
mnutual assured destruction and make all nuc lear

An earlicr ',ersion of this article appecared in Political .5 icncc
Quartelx in 1 986. number five, under the title. "Carn SDI
Provide a Dl~eense.'
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\X eapons ohsolete. hut in the e \pe'2tat ion that it %A fft

abol sh So viet assured destruction and make 5 viet

nuclear Nkeapons obsolete. This seemed to he the real
Ooal of' SecretarN of D~efense Weinher-cer and those tev,
other administration officials and defense anah sits closec

to the administration wkho appeared to belies e (hat full -
scale Population detcnse is a realistic goal in the nest
decade or so. In their \ ie\A f tar from transforminvo
Soviet-Americani relationships and ending the immoral
balance of' terror ,\stern, SDI sk ill restore I'S s!ratecic
"superiorit\ oxer the So~ iet Uinion. enhance the cred-
ihi Iit\ of, the U S nuclear commit ment to FLuropc. mid
idyie the Ujnited States a usable \karfic-htin_ straiceL

A third mission f~or ballistic muissi-le de elene -

BMD----or S[)l-voUld be to protect the US sirateuic.
retal iator\ force and its command, control, arnd cornl-
munlications network. rather than populations,. %ith the
goal od enhancine, deterrence rather than replacing, it.
Most administration defense of'ficials. inc Iud ilti thosc
most c losel\ associated with the SDI1 program . as ss elI
as, the noncosernmiental defe'nse anal st~s that the admuin-
istration heavil\ relies on, hawe emphasi/ed that SDI1
will locus onl this mission at least through10 the end oft

To) he sure, in t heors the t m0o mi ssion s oft force

detense and population Protection lla\V he co mbined ito
create a new\ national secitivit\ stratecv oft -asured
stirs 'sal- or 'defense, dominan'ce.'* After the initial
Presidential proclamation of the SM) organu/ationl. Oliuý
emnerged as the predomiiin anit adm in i strat lol goal. despite
occaslional re\~'r,,ons b'\ the President and the Secretars
oft Defenwe to more radical dlescriptions. L'ntide the
defense-dominance stratce, , ballistic im ssi c dclencrise
wkould hevoin 1h ý protectinlp the most1 \ulnerable

C011poncitsof the I.'S retaliatory sy stuar



P /I t 1uh14 f I Ih' )fn(I th t h f 1)I .33

ICBMs in fixed silos, and graduall\ moi e toward popu-
lation defense Wdeall the transition to population
defenses would be negotiated and jointly managed " ith
the Soviet Union. and it would be accompanied b\ sub-
stantial negotiated reductions in offensive weapon,. Ii
the Soviet Union refused to negotiate this new joint ,tra-
tegic relationship. however, the United States would
proceed unilaterally, relying on the effecti\cness of the
American system eventually to persuade the So\iet, f
the futility of seeking to preserve MAD. The eventual
outcome would not be the end of nuclear ceapons and
nuclear deterrence but a new s stem in which deterrence
\\was a function of the inability of the Soviet Union to
achieve a significant military adv antage through nuclear
attack ("deterrence through denial") rather than fear of
unbearable retaliation ("deterrence through punish-
ment"). An official Government statement puts it this
wasv:

Succcsslul SDI would not lead io abandonment of deter-
rence but rather to an enhancement of deterrence and an eo-
lution in the weapons of deterrence through the contribution
of defensive systems that threaten no one We would deter a
potential aggressor by making it clear that wAe could deny him
the gains he might otherwise hope to achieve rather than
merely threatening him w ith costs large enough to outweigh
those gains.

A final mission of ballistic missile defense might
be to provide limited protection of US cities against

small-scale nuclear attacks, such as an unauthorized or
accidental Soviet launch or a deliberate attack by a
small nuclear power. This role has received the least
emphasis by the administration and the least attention
by defense analysts. whether pro- or anti-SDI. Yet. it is
the only mission for ballistic missile defense that makes

sense for the foreseeable future.



Population Defense Examined

The areumnents ateainst seeking an all-o ut population
dees -seia the major goal for SM) in the fores~ee-

able future are bN noiN %%ell kno\An. so I \'Aill onlý sumi-
mnarize them here.' Population defenses. it is contended.
w&ill he tutile. cs%.atmst iniportantl\, destahili/-
in,-. TFhey will be futile because ei'en the destructie-
ness of nuclear xxeapons. at full-scale population detensýe
system1 would have to "xork x\ ith nearly 100 percent
eltfectiveness to priovide any meaningful protection at
all. No such sx stem is onl the horizoni and it is difficult
even to imacine %% hat kind of technoloyi\ Could pros ide

near-perfect protection against a superpok~cr determined
to nullit'N defenses, Even if' the variOu1s eXOtic tech-
nologies currently being exiplored h\ the U nited States
ias well as by, the Soviet I. nion -SUpercoinputers.sf-
'\ are programns of unprecedented compfexit\ orbiting
space stations,, lasers or particle-beam \%Ceapons. for
examnple--prove to) be feasible in principle. Ashich is b\
ti)no mans assured. there \&ould still be perhaps insoluble
operational problems of joining, the \arious technologies
together into a complex \%Ceapons sys~tem1 that x1Wu Id
hav-e to work in neal -perf ,ect fashion the first timec it \kias
actuallyv used in battle.

Thus, even without assum11ine1- an adver-sars\ deter-
mnined to nuf Ii f defensive s~ steins. the problem oft
creatink' a near- perfect popu fat on de tense sivstei

aLai nst at nutc lear s uperpw,% er xx on d be formidable
indeed. In anN case. it is certain that under the present
international cir-cumnstances and in reactioni to the Plresi
dent's specific SD)I programn. the Sos ict Uinion would
seek to Counter any American defensiiv sx stenin -Just asl
the United States, has made it clear it "xill seek- to coun-
ter any- Soviet defensive program.' Giv~en the context of
on ,o inuc anrd indeed intensified Soy ef -Aineric an



,:ontlict. this killd of superpo er behav ior is nc\ itahie,
for \%orst-ca•, anal.vses will cotinuc to dri\e the mil-
tary strategies and veapons s\stemis deplo\ment ot both
sideLs. Each fears a situation il \, hich it" adx ersar\
,siniultaneousl} deplos both an ettcctike dctcnse ',.stem
and highlv accurate countertorce oftensix e misile
force.,. Such a system might he designed onl, for den-
sie dcnage-linmitation purpose,, in the event deterrence
fails: counterforce weapons to destroy the other side's
nuclear weapons, detensive s\ stems to shoot[ down
those that are missed. Howseeer. such a force posture
"would be indistinguishable, certainly in capability and
possibly in motivation as well. from an offensi,+e first-
strike force. As Is well known. Ahen faced '"ith poten-
tial enemies, nations assume the worst about intentions
and base their military planning on their opponent"s
capabi::i".- as -i result neither side w\ill allow the other

to achieve an even theoretically effective defense.
Thus, the consensus anmone scientists and other

experts on BMD is that any systemn deployed by either
side designed to protect its population against a full-
scale retaliatory attack by the other can he destroyed.
overwhelmed, or circumvented by the other side.
Among the steps that could be taken are a preemptive
attack on the space-based defense systems, various
countermeasures to protect retaliatory forces against
laser or particle beam weapons, the overwhelming of
defenses by much larger offensive missile deployments
or the retargeting of existing missiles to aim at cities I
instead of military forces, and the circumvention of
BMD systems through low-flying cruise missiles or
depressed-trajectory ballistic missiles, launched from
submarines close to American shores. And it all else
fails. high-technology systems could be dispensed with.
and nuclear weapons "'delivered" clandestinely in the
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holds of conmmercial ships or airlines, or even bh a imin
with a suitcase.

Secondly. a full-scale population defense is bound
to he extremely costly. Although the Pentagon's S[)I
organization has so far been unable or unwilling to
provide even rough cost estimates to Congress." a num-
ber of authoritative critics have estimated the costs as
ranging from a minimum of SI(N) billion for an IC(BMl
protection system to o\cr a trillion dollars for an all-out
population defense.

Perhaps even more significantly. few analx sts
believe that a defensive sxstem could be made -cost-
effective'- against a determined superpower adversary,--

Sthat is. in the inevitable contest between offense and
defense. it \&il( alwNays be cheaper fir the offense to add
new capabilities to overcome the defense than the
reverse.) The administration began the SDI program
with the forthright acknowledgment that it would not
make sense to deploy a defensive system unless it met
the criterion of being cost-effective, but recently-
obviously in response to a variety of studies (including
its own internal ones,) that predicted the unlikelihood of
meeting tl"is standard-it has begun to suggest that a
vague "affordability" standard may suffice." But unless
the cost-effective criterion is met, the United States
could spend hundreds of billions of doliars without any
net gain in defensive capabilities-indeed, it might be
even worse off if the Soviet Union should choose to
counter by emphasizing countercity rather than counter-
force targeting. I

Third, it is argued that in the current international
context, SDI will surely end serious efforts at arms con-
trol and will provoke an intensified arms race. The
deployment or even anticipated deployment of defensive
weapons will stimulate the deployment of new offensive
weapons to overcome the delense.''
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Fourth. some critics have argued that even it per-
tect delenses should eventualiv be deployed. theN might
have the paradoxical eftect of increasing the probabil.t\
of superpower conventional w&ars. on the assessment
that fear of escalation terininatine in nuclear destruction
is one of the major constraints on conventional wkars
today. In light of the massi\e destructiveness of modern
conventional weaponry, and the likelihood that even a
purely conventional war in Europe would be far more
destructive than World War II. it might be con. luded
that the trade-off between reduced risks of nuclear war

and increased risks of con•entional war is anl undesir-
able one. even if that choice should become a tech-
nologicallv feasible one. 2

Perh~rp, the most serious criticism of S1)I is that it
will be destabilizing, particularly in a serious super-
power crisis. In such a crisis, it is argued. defensixe
systems would Live both sides a high incentive to initi-

ate a nuclear attack, either in a deliberate aggressive
attempt to disarm the other side. or as a desperate.
essentiallk defensive, measure to "'preempt"--that is.
strike first when war seems inevitable, in order to mini-

mize the destruction to one's homeland.
Some opponents of SDI have argued that the dan-

gers of either surprise or preemptive attack are greatest
when one side has a unilateral edge. regardless of
which side has it. For example. Drell and his associates
have argued as follows:

An effective but imperfect ABM on one side would exacer-
bate the risk lof warl because the side that did have an ABM
might calculate that it would he better off it it struck lirst and
used the ABM defense to deal w, ith the weakened
response.... SimilarlN. the side that did not have ABM might
calculate that its situation would be better (however bad) it it
struck first and avoided being caught trying to retaliate with
a weakened force against the ABM defense."
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IIlm escicr the dtangers, of ci thcrsuprs aatkt'iAo
prccmipti\e c kat arc prObabis c\aggcratcd. e\ ci in ifie
case of serious dctcnsi\ c as, nuimctrics. No ratio~ nal 1.o\
,,rnment w ould init iate nuclecar x.kar in thc c \pcctat io n
that it %\ould he '-better ott* ;ncrcl\ In thc secnse that it

would gain a relative advantage in t he post ~ at batanýcc

of Pow~er: Surprise attack could be ,onsiticied oitii
one could be confident that the othcr side \xould bc dis-
armed with little risk of onc's owkn cities bcini-
destroyed in retaliation. In practice. thiougzh. no rational
,,o'verninent could have such confidcnce. for it skould
surely makc conservative estimate,,: that It,, offenisi\e
weapons mnitht function below their theorcticall\

j cxpccted effectiveness, that its opponent's defenses,
nmight perform at a better-than-expected lex el. .1nd. that
its own defen~ses might he le~ss effectix e than prc-
dicted. " Thus. the range of operational uncertainties,
wxould %veich very hea'. il% aiainst at deliberate attack. It
followrs, of' course, that the louic of a deliberate attack Is
even less persuLasive for the side %\ ith no or lesser
defenses.

The dancers of preemptikc war also appear to be
exaggerated. In theory. it is true that the desire it)
exploit an~y plausible first-strike advantage would be
increased to the extent that the outbreak of war is
deemed inevitable. In practice. however, there is little
reason to lear preemption because of asvnmmetries in
defensive capabilities. First. as long, as there is mutual
awareness that neither side can confidently preclude
massive retaliation by strikin,! first, it is bard to see how
either side could decisively conclude that nuclear war
was 'inevitable.''

Further, the most likely effect of concern over
imminent war would be the adoption of at ''launch on
warning'' posture. thereby undercutting or negating any



remaining frst-strike incenti~e. Indeed. the side voih no
A BNI \,%ou d he part ic ularl\ inc lined to launch (li
xkarmn-n. so that the side \&ith a deten-\'c td~ anta,-e
could ne~ er count on facing onl\ a A eakened retaliatory
str ke. Thus. no matter hoxk se~ erc the crisis, states
.should alw&ays pret~er not to strike first. tor \% ar ma\ no0t.
after all, occur. On the other hand the state choosine- ito
preempt therehy g'uorantees that there ý%ill be ý ar. and
must -surne that its cities \xill he \~ulnerable to a
retaliation it cannot prevent.!

In short, a first strike ag-ainst a superpmkc r can
II('ter make sense: e~ en if the motie is defensi\ e rather
than aLeeressive. even if' the attacker has a lesthan per-
f'eet population def'ense systeni and his opponent
doesn't, and exen in a high crisis. In each Case a firsti
strike coji, erts an uncertain prohabdilt of %k.:i in m~ hich
one's weapons are the target into the ceriaint-' ot ss ar in
m~hich one's cities f'ace catastrophic damiage.

Bven if' the destabil/iline dangers oft SDI are exa2-

ocrated. thoUgh. the other areUmei~IS acalinst it are deci-
sive: the extreme unlikelihood that effective population
defenses, could "~ork against a determined adversar\ . the
hug-e costs of' making the attempt. the destruction (it
e-6sting' as well as potentiall\% more etlective armns con-
trol aereenwnts and the li kel ihood of an all-'mi armis
race.

[he areument s auntinst seeking a fuLll popul at ion
defense in the hopes of- abol ishing MIAD I ae equa J1k or
more applicable to the areu~nIent that SDI w\ill enhance
I'S nuclear superioritY, strengthen the crcldililit\ oft
extended deterrence, and alltm the United States aciti-
all\ to employ nuclear s"eapons in m ar ("'take a con-
trolled and limnited strategic nuclear initiative on) behalf
of heleacuWeredI overseas lie.' ' The American coim-
mitment to use nuclear %' eapons if' necessary to repel a
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Soviet conv'entional inl. asion oft Europe. it i, argued.
has lost its credibility,. tor the L'nited State,, itself could
be completely destro,,Cd in a Soviet retaliator' strike.
Since no country ".1ill commit suicide on behalf ot its
allies, the reasoning contiule,., the So'ict,. lts ill doubt
the credibility of the US commimlent, alid hence V. ill no
longer he detctcd fromt a konkentioiln, in%\'ision ol

Europe. Thus., an etctcti'e population defensc of thc
United States would restore the credlbilit' of the L S
nuclear commitment to Europe, for nutclCar '•ar %W uld
no honmer he suicidal for the United State,, ',.hattc',cr the
effects on Europe). Similar JoIeic ,ould also appl\
elsewhere where L..S interests mi,0e ht esuflicienllt %ital

to justify a stratcg.\ of tlhc first usc of n,,lcar ' eapons
to oftset Soviet con'entional ad'antages,, fr c\ample.
it) repel a Soviet inmasion of the Pcrsian Gull.

How.\ever. neither the portrayal ol the allceed prob-
lem nor its suggested remed\ are con'. incing. Ihere is
no evidence tha: the So'iet Union regard.\ the American
commitment to use nuclear \, eapons in defense of
Europe as noncredible. The credibility problem is at
least 3() years old. for the Soviet Union has had the
capability of striking, the United States '.ith nuclear
weapons for this Iono-vet the Soviets ha',c not taken
advantage of their conventional superiority to in'ade
Europe. Moreover, if toda', there is a serious credibilit\
problem with extended deterrence, a population dclense
of American cities would not remedy it. [or all the rca-
sons already discussed, no rational American President
could order Ihe use of nuclear weapons in W\estcrn
Europe on the assumption that even if the Sov'iets chose
to escalate they lacked the capability of hitting the
United States.

Perhaps in response to these criticisms of the popu-

lation defense mission twhether linked to 'he end of
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only emipty holes for the attackinev missiles it) strike.
[-',en if' the Soviets irrationally choose to iunore the
possibility of' that kind of' US response. their attack
wkould be Unlikely to achieve the 95 percent~ kill rate that
some theoretical contributions attribute to it." [mall v.
no matter ho\\ successful an attack on ICBM3\ silos
mieht be, such an attack would ,,till leave untouched
thousand,. of' American strategic v eapons. includine
cruise missiles and other nuclear \,keapons carried by
SAC bombers and SLBMs, aboard the large[\y inLulneFr
ahle US submarine force. With these 1*w)ces, the United
States could either attack the rernaininto Soviet strate,-ic

f'orceN, or completel\ destroy Soviet society, or both.
The typical response of' those " ho believe the

problem of JCBM yulnerability is real is to ackno\' I-
edge the potency of- US ~tlaovpowerr under anx
conceivable circunistaitces. but to contend that the
Soviet~s mii-hi attack vulnerable components ot (the
retaliatory force anx % ax. Co untini- on their ability ito
"deter our deterrent.- The reason ing is that Our SUryiv\-

n eL forces, x oul Id lac ai Mean ing ful cou nterforce
capabi litx . and could (ml v destroy Soviet societ\--
ensurinel our complete destruction in retaliation. Thus, a
v\ell-ewecuted first strike %kould confront the U.nited
States, ý%ith a choice of '-suicide or sur-render." and
Soviet leaders miniht reason that the United States " oulId
prefer ,urrender.

Such a scenario, howev\er, is bi/arre . for it
assumes a rpesiyto take literal lv insane risks that
no So'ý ict leaders hav e e\ver demionstrated. N So\yiet
attack on U S silo forces wouldd nonetheless kill 20 to 40)
mill ion Americans. alImost g~uarantee ing an A merican
response. wkhich eveni if confined to military tarcets
Would be at least ats devastating to the Soviet U nion as
World War 11I.1



In anx case. even it' it is desirable to Luard aeainst
remnote contingencies. there are at number of' other less
costly and probably more effective x% a~s to do so.
including relving more extensively oin the air and under-
sea components of the US retaliatory forces. ph-.sing
out vulnerable ICBMs that could serve as a li-IhtninL-
rod tor a Soviet attack, developirng mobile land-based
systemns such as, the proposed "Midgetilan- system1.
rel\.ing more extensively on cruise missiles tthoueh both
of' these latter mteasures mwilht serioul.y1 cotmplicate the
possibilities of' arms control . or--best of- all- placing
g!reater reliance on arms control measures1-C. su1ch as ban-
ning, or reduc16Ine the numb111er of muTI1ple-Aarlicad
missiles.

In sumnmar\ . no rational Lo,. ermient could risk
launchine- an attack shen its cities are hostage, despite
bilarre scenarios ito the contrar\. Thus. even though
ICBMN defense,, are Mutch more feasible and less
proxocative than full-scale popu~ation defenses,. the\ are
still a costly and unneces'arv response to at lar-cl\ nion-
existent problem that, if it %Nerc real. could be far better
remnedied by, a variet % of other measures.

If there are good argumecnts f'or BNMD---- as the anal-
vsis that tolloi, s\kill contend-theN have been all but
buried byr the badI arguments made by the Reagan
administration. More _,enerallN . becautse of- the aduimn-
istration' s continued butildup of offensive nuclear
weapons. its rejection of' a variety of- serious arms con-
trol avreements. and its ox rall confrontational posture
towNard the Soyvtet Untion . even thc good arguments
receive little attention fromt either the Soviet U nion or
by Americans concerned with arms control and detente.

Unf~ortunatel\. wAe have seen something like this
before. The current situation bears an uncann\
resemblaotee to the 1905-1972 period, wkhen the earlier
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ABM debate took place. By the mid-1960s earlier
model ABMs had become operational. but there was
considerable uncertainty about how and for what

purpose they should be deployed. Then as noA, the
rationale was that ABMs could provide a meaningful
defense against a full-scale Soviet attack on cities. Then
as now. an intense national debate generated mounting
skepticism toward the claim that we could find real

satetv against the Soviet nuclear arsenal by deploying
AB%1s. Then as now, commentators worried that an
American effort to protect its cities would be seen by
the Sov iets as a provocative step requiring Soviet coun-
teractions that would escalate the arms race and mieht

prove lestabili/ing in crises. Then as nowk, as these
appare.it detects of heavy population defense systems
-arned ,ider recognition. new rationales for ABM \%ere
de•,ised. The Johnson administration briefly argued for
deplo ing an ABM system against the hypothetical kind
of ICBM attack that China might be capable of mount-

in, in the mid-1970s, but this rationale was dropped as
the Vietnam war ,ound dovn and rapprochement with
China Aas undertaken. Then. the Nixon administration
once again changed the rationale of the AU3M system:
the new "Safeguard" ABM system was designed to

protect land-based ICBMs. even then said to be vulner-
able to a surprise Soviet attack. Once again, though. the
rationale proved tnpersuasive as critics demonstrated
that the overall US deterrent remained unchallengable.
More and more the ABM appear,.:d to be a Py rrhic tech-
nological triumph, a "capon in search of a rationale.
Faced with strong public and congressional opposition
to ABNIs of an,' kind. the Nixon administration ,"as

compelled to seek the strict limitations on AII
development and deploy)ment that ,,ere embodied in the
1972 SALT treaties.-"
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Thus, in both the earlier period and today,. defense
has been championed primarily by strategists and politi-
cal figures committed to hard-line Cold War policies:
moreover, even on the merits the criticisms ot defensive
systems have been much more persuasive than the ever-
changing rationales for them. Unfortunately. homeýer.
once again Gresham's Law has prevailed: all but lost in
the chaff of bad ideas has been the germ of a good one.

What is worth saving in Si)rI To begin xith. the
underlying critique of MAI) is sound: indeed, there is a
growing consensus cutting across the ideological spec-
trum of American politics that in the long run MAD)
must be replaced. A conservative administration, con-
servative military strategists (like Donald Brennan and
Herman Kahn earlier and Colin Gra\., Keith Pay ne.
Albert Wohlstetter. and many others todavI. and lone-
term liberal critics of current strategies (for e\ample.
Freeman l)yson. Jonathan Schell. the American Cath-
olic Bishops Conference) agrce that MAI) has three
fatal defects. First. MAD) is radically immoral: it
directly violates the most fundamental moral and !eCal
norms limiting var. for it explicitly threatens Io annihi-
late millions of innocent people in retaliation or revenge
for actions of their governments over which they have
little or no control. Second. MAID is ultimately unsta-
ble: even though it has prevented nuclear war SO far. it
cannot be relied upon to do so indefinitely. Sooner or
later a system so complex. so dependent on the sanity
and rational self-restraint of all future decisionmakers ol
all nuclear po\,cers,. so increasingl\ decentrali/ed. and so

dependent on advanced technology is bound to fail for
one reason or another. Finally, the consequences ot
failure will be catastrophic. [-yen relatively minor
failures that do not result in full-scale Aar are likely to
produce disasters unprecedented in human history, and
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it ceneral breakdow~n of' MAD might well imperil human
life on earth.

It is not enough, then. to seek to deter i,%ar throug-h
a balance of' terror. We must also seek it) defend our
civilization. society. economy .and lives in case deter-
rence fails. And in the lonL, run. we must seek to abol-
ish the balance of- terror itself'.

But %Ahere to beg-in? The gravest defect of' MAD) is
not that it is unreliable as a mneans of' deterring the
superpowers from deliberately initiatine nuclear \%ar
acainst each other. On the contrar\. MAD) has "~orked
very %\,ell fo r that purpose, and there is no reason to
think that will chance in the future. The destructixeness
of nuclear x"eapons is so great and so cv dent that no
minin ,allv rational _,okernment can del iberatel\ initiate
war against a nuclear-armed adversar\

Put diff'erentl\ . the balance oft terror -~ defined tuý
thel %[a tol 4 muitiazI dterrenfl(ce between tie i~ 'urn lcint

of f/U' major foi0vcl'-- has, not been -del icate" ' ince at
least the mid-1I95tOs: it is not delicate nomx. and it "~ill
not be delicate in the foreseceablo future. regardless ol
anyý currentl\ imatcinable technolocical chanice.

lox~ever. nuclear holocaust could occur in a x arictv of
way,, that are simply undeterrahle. such as ain accidental
launch of' nuclear wexapons as at result of a communica-
tions or technolouical failure. an unauthori/ed launchinL
by, an insane or fanatical lower level commander, or a
clandestine attack on one of' the superpowers by, at third
part\ , such as a terrorist group or renegade gov ernment.
Yesterdax *s science-fiction niehtmares could easily
become today's realities: despite technological and other
efforts to prevent such events, the odds of' a catastrophe
miount as the number of' nuclear wkeapons increase. as
weapons-L'rade nuclear materials proliferate around the
world, and as the knowledge of' howk to build nuclear
weapons becomes increasing~ly diffused.
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Thus. MAD cannot deter human error, technologi-
cal breakdown, or ideological or criminal fanaticism.
Indeed. against such increasingl.,, likely incident,. MAI)
is worse' than useless, for a limited launch ot nuclear
weapons could trigger a spasm exchange heten the
superpowers. turning a horrible but limited catastrophe
into apocalypse. And een if total war were a\crted, the
prospects are not very comforting. Consider this: a sin-
-le American Trident submarinc can todav target 240
separate Soviet cities, and Soviet submarines wkill soon
have comparable capabilities. Thus, an unauthoried

mistaken attack b\ a sin-le submarine would produce a,
holocaust far more destructive than a deliberate, all-out
total war would have been some 25 Nears ago.

Against such prospects,, "e need defense, not (or
not merelv) deterrence. Put differently. MAI) overde-
ters but underdefends. That is. it provides a redundance
of deterrence but no defense against the least likel\ con-
tinuency--a deliberately initiated nuclear war hb a
superpower-but neither deterrence nor defense again.t
the much more likely conting!encies of accidents.
unauthoriied launches, or third-party attacks,. [. en
worse. by proliterating the sheer numbers and topsc ol
nuclear \xecapons and deliver\ systemns. \IAD make,
such events both more likel\ to occur and more likclh to

escalate into full-scale nuclear waitr.
The central argumnent here is that it is both dCesir-

able and possible to defend against liiited rutc lear
attacks without reducing deterrence against a ltull-scale

superpoker nuclear attack. Superpowcr delf'nses aainst
light attacks have long been recognited as a potentiallv
feasible mission for BNI) s,,stems, but both proponents
and critics of BNID generally have paid scant attention
to the matter. Proponents of BMI) tend to treat
defense against various light attacks as a desirablt" but
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rclati\ cl\ miaruinal bonus ot heax v detense,, auainst thle
Soi, let L, nion. As a result. , ticS of B.Nii'ik- cvcn v. hn
thes recognize the desirabllit\ ot- lig-ht deftense in pririci-
ple-i-trnd to reject it becauIse of tears that light defense,,
,,%ill be only, the opening \,edge for heaxx\ defenses.

The lecitimlate concerns of'critics of SDI1 and other
proposed missile defense sy'stemlS could be met h\ thle
careful negotiation of .a nex superpo\%ker nuLclear reciine.
Th is nexx rc ,jime ,k ould al lmi, for Iinmitc:d population
defense skstenls. and it xý ould hawe t\X0 purpo)(ses. First.
It xx ould pro',ide at least some defense agairist \arious
torms oft light attack. particularly ulnauthori/ed or acci -
dental superpoxxer hal list ic missile laun rchi ns!-" and de ib-
crate third-country or terrorist g-roUpl attacks. 'lo be
sureC determined terrorists. might circurmvent detense,,
h\ a varietx: of meansý, but, nonetheless. detensixe \s-

tesa-ai nst the ballistic in ssi le ,slcstes that arc
spread inc aroun11d thle x\ orld wAould at least modest Ix
an ~ment the sec.uri ti of- both superpowkers.' Second.
aind perhaps more Important. aI joint regime for initiallx
modest purposes couLldk provide a Model and basis for a
tar more comprehensivx egiicgim that x ou Id substi(tut
defense doiminance for MIAl) at some fulture date.

The ne" stratecic rec-ime m~ill be based Onl the
as~sumnption that as, long, as the C'old XWar persists each
su1.perpoxx er i,%ill seek to maintain Its deterren:ce
capabilities. e ach will dei~tne deterrence as, requiring, the
G.,pacit to destIrt thle other side cormpletel\ . and that

neither Side c~an be' denied that capac iti, . In other x\ ords.
MlAD I) i a fu~nctionl of hot h the e \ 'Istnce of nuLc lear
xx eapJOnIS and high political conflict, and in that situationl
a1 p)OPtiat iOn deb l'ens xse canl succeed onlxI If thle
sUperpoxkers choose niot to e\ercise their capacit\ to
over xx helm it. liowexer. mnutualli, nc,-otiated lim11Cite
popu-lation defense sNstems, large enough to provide



sg niftic ant protection of' cities acgainst accident'.
unauthori/ed laUnchings. and t hird-part\ attac:ks. butl
not large enough to under mine deterrence Of a deliberate
superpoxmer retaliatorN strike. N.%ould serve the commnon
interests of' each side, reuardless of the level Of political
conflict or armis compel ition. Thus. at least in principle
it ought to be po~ssIble to build onl these minimial super-
po" er common interests, not to destro\ Or bc destrO\ ed
h% accident. lunacy,. or third parties. and design popula-

tion defernses that neither side %kill ha\ e ami~i rtional
incentie to overcome.

What mnight such a s\ stemi look like'! .\s soon as,

nonnuILclear cit defense sxsesare technIolo2Ccall\ tea
sible In both the So%~ ict L'ni on and the V.nited States. the
two superpo~ ers should agree onI a Joint neiotiated
deploy ment ot limited defense sei to dctend their
Cities. indu~stric,, and Coni m1and aIndl Control centers
acainst all kinds oft nuclear missile attacks cxiept Ir
very largze. deliberate superpo~ker attack,,. "Io he sire.
there miicht be formidable technical problems to be
resolved. partieularl\ it missile defense sx stems hecrc to
be based on exotic, space-baseCd laser Or particle-beam
\&eapons, The task xk.OUld he to de iseC s\ sItems that
\kould have defensive capabilities onl\ and that %kould
provide each side with a specified and equal degree oft
limited defense. Assuming, these problemns can be
solved, the desiun of' the s\stern wouldl provide sijni-i

cant defeŽnse against acecidents. unauthorized launchies.
and third-party attacks but kkould do nothing ito destabil-

ize the Underlying superpowker balance of* terror.
At the same time, other stabili/inu measures could

be undertaken, and should be feasible even in the
abs~ence of more fundamental political settlements. F-or
example. if' both sides wxere to move toadmore
invulnerable second-strike retaliatory forces, whether
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unilateraMl or bx joint ag.reemnent, a limited population
svsteml Aoulmd be even more attractite. though it A ould
not require such steps. lin particular. if both sides xkcrc
to reorient their strategic nuclear force-, ataN fromi the-
oreticall\ \ulnerable fix ed lind-based I(BNls. anid
towAard submarine forcecs. mobile missiles. cruise miis-
siues. and thle like, the lincenri'w s to omercomc imited
population defense systems %on id he dinminshed further
(although this \Aould ha~e to he \,eiehed aeainst the
possibl co i sctIn or arms c:ontrolv There \on Id
then be no possibility that a COUntertbrce surprise attack
could reduce the Other side's retaliator\ forces to a le~ ci
that could be re~ iablv nreutralized b\ the ;iteressor 5

j ~city-detense ,\ sterns.
Moreover, even more far-reachirie armis control

measures mitcbt be t - asible. still x% ithin tile conte t of a
continued L.jS-Sovie! ad~ ersar\ ielati onship. The
elimination of' multiple s\ arheads, and major reductions
in os erali numbers of* strategic nuclear "capon" \,OLuld
further diminish the possibi lit s of a disarrlm, infirst
strike, lessen the chance of' accidents and unanthori/ed
laUnchings. lessen tire task of' limited populat ion def ense
s\ sterns, anid lessen the destructi~ eness of ac~cidents or
Unauthorized attacks that occur rcgaýrdless o4 preaions11

and detense. Doing so vsould stabili/e MAD I and
increase the security, of both the U)nited States and the
Sov~iet I,'nion --- all wtithout assunmin an os erall C old-
War settlement or utoplian agreemelInts Onl true

disarmiament.
Let us nowk consider the principal object ronls to a

limited haillistic missile s\ stem. [irst. it has been arpied
that BI) cannot s\ ork, 11otsevr. nearly all such argu-
mnents are based on the ke\ premise that each super-
power wAill seek to ovecrx helml delensive s\ stemls: in the
context of' a limited-dc tense arms control regCime this



NhOUld not occ:ur. [he 1CrcW'rlentatio Ot SDIl to N11,1 A
unlite arid tar miore realisitic obheckt1\Q. t02w~crhc \N,011

recent adx anccs ifl la~er techrioloe \ a 1, Nell as precisilon-
-uided COMC1entondl L~ao' ould Make t/er.Iri(10fa
ss 'ternm teasihie k ithin the ne'd decade

(om~ersl.1 there is concern that Lim~ M11I) \tef

migh prove to he deStabilli/ inct AS I ha' C ar-2LCtned
thouoh. th is argument is hased on the assu mpt ion tit a
cornpeti'ive. unconstrained offere-detense armsý race.
and e~en in that wrntext tearN of destah-iiiiation seem
exaggerated. In any case, a joint St ied-American
deployment Nithin nec-otiated imitations that kcic care
full desie-ned ito hold the BM I) ,\stem belo\\ the
threshold at ýNhich it " ould theoretical! \ threaten thle
MAD) recline " ould meet miost ot those :oncern,,

Another concern is, that one or the other oit thle
superpo~ers. will suddenl% Neck to "break, out" of
neg~otiated hlmitations anti attempt to upgrade li mited
defensi~e svsterns into lull-scale population defenses".-
Ot course', such concern,, are a potential problem x\ ith
anm negotiated armis control treat\. not just a 13\11)
treat,- An\ such behavior xwul h111e irrational, for thle
other side \&ouldI quickl\ detect major breakout ni~o~es,
and wkould undertake a variet\. of countermeasures in
order to nullify the effort: ncmeanwile the side that
cheated \.\ould have irrationallý destroved the recime*))
that it had agreed to create because it served its, osxn
high sell-interests to do so. Put differently. all armis
control treaties assumle rationalit. but at thle saille tilic

hedee at'ainst irrationalit\ It %\ould not be difficult to
deter as well as simultancouslN hedee acainst efforts at
unilateral breakouts, fromt an armis control regiime that
incorporated limited po~pulation defenses.-

Wvould the Soviets agree to negotiate a bilateral
deplox mient of limited defensive systemsl? Surelý the
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present Soviet rejection of thle Reagan adininistrat ion'
SDIl proe2ram does not make it inle\ it able that the\
%k ould reject I x ers different s~ stemi. T[he earlier histor\
of he AB1NI trea\ Is InstructiveC in this reCardl IIn tile
earls 1 9 00, tile Sos lets stronelsI law red bUildiný- delten-
si\C ss sterns and curtaihing t'nsise \slcstins. presuin-
ahls iii accordance \% ith their long min litars tradition
placing thle hiighest emphasis onl defense (it their home-
land. Whenl thle Jo hn544n admIIIInistratiloll. especidl l Sec -
retars, McNamara. tried to cons i nc the So% iet,, to
eschew, defenses in taw r ot' itistitutionali/Inuc MiAD. thle
Soviets initiall resisted. Premier Koss ,-in Indil.nantl\
iephed. -Dctcnsi~ e ss stemns Mhitch prexent attackN are
not the cause, o! the arms, race. hut conistitutec a Iactor
Pie\ enltitng- the death ot people."

True, thle Sos jets wýere eventu~alI1\ persuaded 10
abandon these x jews, and the\ Joined In sh Ciii ne Zhe
A-BM Treats in 1972. [his, shift. howes er. Itias, hasse
Oceen less a result of a new, -sophlstICati onl' i:1 their
strateicie thinkine, than of a resiumed realiiation that the\
%% ere oin the xroeend Of a sel f-fulfillingm prophec\
MceNamara had repeatedlk arl-iied that "neither side"
w~ould al low, the other to create a theoreticalls effect ixe
defensive ss stein, arid that diefensise s\ stewis alsxa~ s
Could and inievitably ýwould be overw helmned b\ addi-
tioris to the opposing ollensix e systems. Thesear-
ments wecre hardly hx pothetical. rather. the\ xx ere a
concrete \xxarnmin of xx hat the United States vould in
fact do if' the Soviets, souuht to build a hea x A 13 N
s\ysteml .

Thus. MNcNamiara had the unquestioned capability
to ensure he \xas rig-ht in -predict ing" that the deplox -

merit of' ABM 'ýNisstemls x oiiId onkI st i nul ate an often-
slixe arms race, create dancerouis nevw tensions arid
interactine, fears. and end by beiric futile as wkell as,
danwcerous.



MI 4 ,j /I,~i 'n Ih (Hi it O ,itt !14Y d1

Todaý . n the context Of intensi fied Cl~ d \kalr and
the ReaLcan adnministration' SDI1 program (lhe ptisitit

have been re~ersed. and (iiorbache\ is jlust as, correc.t x,
McNamara w as earlier in predicting the conisequnc~i.eN
of a unihiicrial detensivec deplo,. ment. How c% cr. in lihuh
Of SO\ ict unhappinessN w ith the doctrine ot assured
destruiction,. the traditional Russi0,an emiphasis onl
defense. their present efforts to h itit honmeland destin -

tion of- nuclear sk ar by antiaircraft defense" and counte[r-
force tarlceting. and the specitic ar-ilrt than ~ be
made for the dcplo~ ment of limited defensives sus

it is, reasonable to hono 'filat thliStv,e could he per-
sUaded to reassecss the situation.ý This, wsould be par-

I t~iclarl\ the case if nc,_otiations, should occur in a less,
confrontational c:ontext aind were accompanied b\
serious arms coiitrol limitations onl offensi\ we cap(1tns

Still another concern is, that limited missilec
defenses, would require the abrogation or renecotiatton
of* the SALTU I ABM Ireat\s , the most successf4ul arms,
limitation treaty ot' the nuclear a-ce. T[his s"ould not be a
hi--h cost. ho\Aever. as long, as the deployment of MIDl
was not uin ilateral but fol low~eU from bilateral tie uotia-
tions. The ABM TrcatN was not supposed to be an endL
in itself'. It "~as not based On the rationale that detense
per %e wasý bad but, rather. that drastic limitations of'
defenses, were a necessar\ means to an undeniably
desirable end: mneaningful cutbacks of' offensive sys- -

terns. The underlying assumption .as that limitations of
ABN(s would leave both superpowvers unamibiguously
hostage to each other. " ould institutionable NIAI. and
would thus eliminate the forces dri-vini! the offensive
armis race.

In retrospect, hoxxever. we% can now see that inl this
crucial resýpect the ABM Treaty has been a dismal
failure. [he rationale -such as it was-for a continuine,
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l aIIItl\ I . IL tlkttctIikfl1 0f 1 ii atll 1 L I0 I IIC t kIllt I'!c het \N ck.t
Ii lenC anld detfer',e urdCICt]ttmated ot)her pkitent fI t).

lth \ Inc that Idle~ tile undeL\IncMU Si0\1C1 \IICrIican ide

pairt Aulat- ittifitars stratcL.,icN. like ciit(ttUfIIC ircc o
damaltaie-Iitttitati'itt. \ir-csreitIn n both ut-

po re defenise esalshet[the lItte)lrabe mat.hI kit

rLhti uflici. an hett~lfli.t fdm tsa ~j- t ~e~t ie.aL ueuratic c~ompetition: anld thle desire
to; IteCu Ilatineu Inatae iiimwli colniril 1,alk- t~itt-

Ihs lP, dtCI-~ a tl te .-\%1\ 'Inrcus elided thle

I~ jj~CI1 oft Prt'utt a(Ijjk!allt tist Iin ktind iti Iucka
attack. little oir niithi ng has bient donle tol t ni bit tihe

arisrce selliix or tahilti uta Leetec PLt
diteretil te sinI''I \kc apolln. s\ stetit tteanitnuftuII\

'oititalicid aftler ý) tSi:l 01s ot I0lu or less, sel-ou titi lipC

arnIl Controli neciltiattions hlas heentilte '.mnLe
tskeapons l te that1 x L as detNsix. th.1t aICtUAIllshid
"()fime promise of' sasl- in~cs e rather thanl de~sitrok, in
them, SureR\ ie :an tit, better than that. A joint
rerteciltiatioti of the ABM Treat\ I,, hardis too hiha
price to pai, for a InulitCLd deftens-iie~te that ss II not
destabil i/ thle Underlvingc Mutual deterren.ce
re Iat jonuh ip.

Another potential aroutnlllent ac2at fst hlimited p0)lpula
tion def~enses is that a so, ic, limt! ,sstent large enowuch
to deal \%filth acc idental and third -part\ attack" filhtl
null i t thie Britkih and [retch independent nuclear
decterrent forces,. and require tho.-e states radlicajl\ isto
increase the number,, od their ottetisi mc sapotis [hFie
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has no!1 ntc ic. The political obstaclcs arec C\cn

grcacte than til echioia one,. tll noi matter ý%lhat
tcholi .110'ical ad',an1ces mraý hc iIMIdC In thle I0FCsCcahlc
tuturC. it M',111 still rclinainl tile Cale that in0 dclcINsC Call
NUCCCCd ag!ainst a ptme rtUl adl\Ctsar\ dctcrmnilicd it) nil-
lit\ itý It'an thltlilL inl t-cLCct \ Crs OIhc polillka! condi
tloil" o klu dtcnlsc doimaiiacc ha~ c hc.omc c: Ccfl mole
untaworahle. c~cn as thc technoloc-, hc'''n' -I' ý

pri'liisc hecaiisc tile lirdoinilant ini1cliccinal and poi di

cal champions of defense dJOmlinanicc todaN arc alist)

Iflllitanitl\ antil-COunmumunm1st, ContnIon0tatlollI st and coinl-
iiuttcd to (tic lstlraliorl o itI. S nuclcar siipinilorit\ and
perhaps c~ ci \attightiný Capabilities. tathert than almis
Control.

cme tile lonmoelcruin. tho ugh if sCceli ; une \Ccptiol n-
able1 that the eiiil )AC e sh1OU li a11)) at I,~ no t lor not iticel\ I

tile stahilliiatiimnO MAD 111.11 11, its cliiunatuon. tlirii i1h
thle progremssi~c ofiimntieu thle iloolinsia \ mlachil
that ýý hake created. [hec ultimiate n-,oal shouild he the

~omipkit chrlinlattuil of niMICcar \seaponsI. thuitieb' (the
leasibil it',(It this is, in~ded tiluestionable.C hi',ec.It is

nIiuCh ICSs LItopl)IJ I-) think In termIIs not1 ot1 nuclear disar-
muanlient but rather (it a shift In strateLCie and ýt eapons
s', stlnts tIOt aid d~etetse dotIIidInacC, Inl M ich tIle superI-
p)u()\crs aeree-c to iatrcc 11iutti.alir t0 depho\ heat pop0lUla-
lion dtenclse ' tm to detend fciis ull -sc-ale: nuI~cla
\l.ar

I here \%Oumld be it\ o I undammCIienal precondfitilonl" that
wtiuld hlate to be nier itir such1 a rczciiiie iii he Imnple-
mnient.d I hc first ttould he that each siipelrpot Cr tt unuld
hate to retrain fromninullit\L (incc other side's dectcnisitit
s\ Steiui, -Si-ce ctf tedt eC fuill scale po pulation dctense
s\ stellis ttiiulil mean the ClIii Of thle balanCC ot tcrIor

st v sti hsCould happen uink in contUlItuon1 tt th an
ol md to (the C( ld \\am anld an ii malp1i j l sciltleimient



hcivccn the Vntitcd States anid the So% lct L mon, P~ut
ctjttcrcnlitl htwo\l palc Iiad \icat it 1),011t sulicrt-iciatlk

appeal. nio nucicar detcnsc acaiii~t I ai pao %~\ci LIcan

.NUCcccc ulitcsvs if Ný ,2rounded il a coopcrat I \c ratticr

than ýikkcrsari~di rlat iiott'1 ip.
Ithle .CCOnld PrCCOikiiitioi Is that maljorl Vcdn&IiitN inl

otten'Io c '-tcapons 'N oui ha\ ,c to aCoimipaln\ tile

deploxtticflt of heiv\, po~pulat ion de Ic ti~c s\ Nicm im b

It could newt he assunmed thal (oni detensi\ c ,%stcmn
could p~roiide 1CMcan1Inctn aid Ieliable pri(Ltectilt a'iCalistit
0h01.isaiid, Ot IIL Ci l ti ;,ar thcakls

It these preccilditiilt ii cre mekt. the Niipcrp~ml , i

kL01.I1 tcradnatt\ll IIIll\ C tion1 thinl pipn)(Latlln dICtCClI.
) lil~nt dependent onl a 1iail'ltrtIalloitln it poilwtcal icatioli.

hill on% ion rckLlnittion it the mosit timinimal comiiimoni

Interest, ill 'LulImal. it, thick dtccINCe.. \ihichl are tIndeed
dependent on radic~al p.\ choloc-"cal atid plt
dLhaILeN Inl thle IntCtIaIidoiial polild aI n rlttci Of it
least inl the bilateral L S-So\ict relatiounhipý

it nliehlt hc OhieCtCki ý`iiuld detClIiC tIle Ilk%
c.'ar\, at all atltr an end 1o thle (ol1d \kar'" \\ h\ not tuIi'

protccct ttjrect\ Ito itile ClT111IM1inai Ot IInIclrV Y j~li

itctal llplt litticln'aair ditamietti [or inihc it cium

trire than a So\ ict-Anicricn political .cttlinwetwt !sii~t

a settlemientt \ýonldl '.tlll lea'c illan\ nation. \,I ih itiic'lca
Sa in l ad a nuih11-ct o ut tic~old NCrlIM11 OtIMC-

tiIll ipncL cl ttil iitili L\ II liLo ic ITIII apLMii. cI,,dth,,11

Cýl~tliht Il 1InIIII l10t't Jt t~h.1c V MVI nnutc0thlil .Ieit tnI"!

lttti~le O)I\CI C1teni.,110 Otlu u~ItIUhClC pl~ an h,.irt



clande~tinel\ retained nuclear ,%eapors.", Fihu. ,(ratc
gic defense. if regarded is an instrument of rnps eorintril
rather than of miitiar\ strateex .iia\ otter the ino~t I, a-
Mie hadj.1 for at Natei and duIrahie arnis11 control retcline1

I-or the pmc~clit. himci eve. i~ke need not he Lon
cerned \k ith hoi\ ito comet cmiutopiaN Into rcahlic. lot

thmew are ts~o iM)mOrtaiit and chutei realI'tIJC tujnction' that
dC ctneN aeain C nuClar %k capon )I okuLI d pla\1 In thle neat1
t tit Lter: ito pro\ ide: at least inode'tl \ tcti cc eI dc Iken "C
Iiclanst a I, ariet\ tit povoihe Iliitimed ataK", amid ito
"NCr' 1e a' hasba and 11ioCel tbr a tutuLre eeC -dltnn
I,\ orld.
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lw'ei~uiuld he 1011ciFItiere b\ a xairictx (It SoxIC HCiiiAlUIc' sliiii
lart thte Reagatn adntinistratio,in exen \k hulc prcat ltc hi is~

Il the: Jointt tIntx I ot ofoth id and xx ill lead to the ii 'liiotni' i't

niuclear xx eaponi ixl altead\% at nol ,if/ iittetixixe \Ileltt ill iliitei

4n1% Six ict delen~i c \ titi.\,il irk li'W ic 15 D ecemtber
6I tnion it nciitcnttd Scientitsti\iii I ii S i 2 Slitilitict

I WS6i

-rixiiil. I 9S5. Jaiitc- R Sch~e'tiiecr. ' Rltetort, aind Relitic-
in the Star `,kars Debate.� biitniihmawil Sit im\i Wi. no I Siiilitici

il \ilteaiii l'aititil I Ihe StratcLeic Dieteise Iniatiamix.
P'Iiu ii I/au June 11W,. N, Patiofkk pointn, ittit. the cicnitttt
conietiti ii this point Ais neix hltititteg It ttiax talo he tnotedl that
%x itle there Ina\ he ilii x ax to deimionstrate contclusixel in aiiatice
tire tcat1hmijt\ oll nexx texhnoiiimcx. the hixtolical record Is (lUIte ilý
,:omiacing In the 190, itS/x e Slox jt' poieitd last reiultirc Intot

hoitcIte dletensex that "ere eatlxk ixerulteCITIedI bx I S hotrithet
teapahilitiex. anid it uttniarlx intensie Soiixtt cottmtmitmient to -\BN fin

the earl I1960tx foundered ontthe CS proliferation it imiisile, amid
"xxarlieail'

Ii Or al rexI% cxx ftite kidjitiiitratmiiiit priiiress abanidoin
ticti it the cost-etctfýixv cnttertiin. see cit fork limtieli I Slax
I i/Mb

I/i nimtt (it (otilcertiet Scientists. 1984, p, Itt0i Fi the
e'tent that deteim xe poxe a serimmus threat to the 'assured destructiomi

caipahilttx it either side. thex ittxitc rctarimetingito retatn siich
iletructixec capacitx.-

I (I Canxeit P 269 ( laU`,Cii*x argumitent that the armm race
,:ttect- it SDI "ill he left fit the xerx near tuture, [tuei hetfore
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BUILDING REFORM IN
WEAPONS ACQUISITION
Jacques S. Gansier

7T111 RI .m.\.\N .-\)\wiNIS I I IO entered
ottfice \xith a stron-, mandate to increase del Ic se
expenditures and reverse a percei ed decline In the rela-
ti~c position of' Amierica's military posture aMound theI ~ ~ ~ ~ orld. The tw.o main thrusts of the adinirtIo ni -
tiatie, wesxcre a trill ion-do! tar de Inc use ii dup-- the
largest in peacet ime h istor\ -and a comnmitnient to
building, some high-visiihiltv sstmsor example. thie
NIX missile, the 13--13 homber, and an increased num11-
ber of' large, \karships.

As a result of' the deterioration oit America's mili-
tary posture in the post-Vietnam era and the continued
buildup of' Soviet forces, the increase in US defense
expenditures wAas clearly \%arranted. and it had the
desired impact. both in military and economnic termis
H-o\%ever, towvards the end of' the first term of the
Reagan administration questions began to be raised
about whether taxpayers wxere gettinie their mnoney's.
worth. Issues varied from whether wAe were buvinu, the
right systems (highlighted by the controvers\ surrolind-
ing radios that did not allow the Arrm to talk lo the
Na%%y during, the Grenada conflict), to the glaring neks-
paper ''horror stories'' about wreapons that didn't x"ork.
and grossly overpriced toilet seats and hammter-v With
the deficit rising dramatically and the perception oft

hosand corruption'' in defense procurements



increas~ing, deICnSC CXl 'nditul re's hecan leve line oft and
there NxadN a r ineiiteflxit\ nii c. nrwrei, nal And Cexecti
tke branch attacks~ on the decilene indw'Itfx '_
tueled bx thle press. ffort'Orl '.tcrc mnade bx thle Pcinta'conl
to Nh ftj pub~lic at tent ion ttr011 NiIi an cicnICý u - t

*Crimiinal actions." umll - iii(e lprcs~iofl (fhat
actu i itio ania-e ment \ý ax be"min p an

issue for auiditors, ind lay.'. rs.
('n-gresN piCKed uip o"n this, attack and be'-Anl 1"11

in,- hundreds of ne'.ý -pr-Octrcment rcfoins, aimed at
correcting, thc apparent abuses. 1For c\alplc. Senate
Bill I 95X 8 as introduced onl 17 Dccemibcr la'ta-
in,-. '- '.Ohrein, no fund,, appropriated t( or tor thle low
of thle Departnment of D~efense ma'. be obi c-ated tit
expended for- the procur-cninet of' anl\ plastic: toile~t co' cr
shrouds. identified as toilet assenui'. #9~4 107 3 1 () I at
a unit cost in excess oft 1 -'5.0().* (on~lCre' ,ot mlore
into the detailed nmanaceienitt of each and cxI [r\ it'-
curement line item---chancncL iiote than half oI them) in
one '.ka% or another. and requ i ~ri n!- deta~iledI stud ieC to be
done bN the D~epartmnent oft I )cfcnse and submitte11d it) the
('oncress in) man' otheis. Thul". inste~ad oft indstr.1H '-CI
tinc Gjovermient 'offt its, hack.- the trend hla" been
towkard Increased auditinc bh\ thle (i;encral Ac:couintinc
Office, the Inspectors ( inceral. and NO) torth) and !Icrater
recu1.lation oft defense contractors,.

FortUndtel\, in) parallel ,\f ith this iuaintiCalni tOAuN

onl fraud and abuse.W. therec h as beef, a bro ad r . and t a r
more important. rI-lmnt Concern about it ase c'.k
look at the ffticnssand eftlicinc'. \.%c realize from
our defenseI dollars, and the broad structura. chanc~es that
are needled to -icrease the otftcticnesof our
expenditures. A~ain. at the beptinninc of thle Reca-n
adiminis trat io n the I )Ce len s I )eparfil e mit too k thle lead in
initiatine, these reformls. The so-cailled 'arci



R, ti 1a

lntitatli\ ' \% crc a ~cl Of acquisition lctormi lll WIPOCJ

b"then D eputa SeCcrctar\ H-ank ( arluci:1 amiled at our-
-cctin, rnian ot the historical A)LSCI,11 finlhe
Thc% ticuscd on such cooals as minrea\"Inc pI roarir ")I
hllit\. iniproxm incrodUClltlo Clicik.cnc\ and C,,tahlihhrnc
Lcrcater rcalsisrn in procrain costs. Whrile h iir \ desir-
atilc. such thrusts ran up against thle "traditional \ý a% ol

doinu, dctensL husmenc,< and \A cre hard to imiplement
espcciall\ in an enw ionment wkherec' ccr~ oric %% as in a
hurr\ to mrake short-term '1iV.s.

11ovever. k file cnid of thc first term o! tilc Rea-
gan adnministration. thle movemntcn tovxards broad 1,11U-
LI ra reform had gai ned ilnl C nt ti HIC heCall [O~r rcIt rn ill

pcrnrlCatCd all lC\ c k of DOD:)l) the ()tt~icc otfithe Secrelarx.
ot Defecnse. tile Joint (hiets of Statff. the nrilitar~r\ Ne,-

lcc'". and thc dctcnse 1cI A. i t',rr as~l ~cIts all of th1C
majoir DOD)l proccsscsi the -reqUnrrcrncnts1 proccss- Ito
1AcapttrS sCICC111)n and NpccifhcarrOn) ile ncplannnnr.L

prounranimuing. and budget process tlor rcsource allocta -
6oitin), and the proc Lremctil l process itselfI

In) carlkl a bipiartisan report on tile findline-s Of
an indicpClendct I S-nr)Onth1 Stnd\ Onl dtCnCSC ttrgan/atlttn

Awas rc Ieascd.ý reiterat ing file need for such broad
changces The studs pancl included memnbers fronm Cap-
itol Hill. mn\n former I )etnsc De)partmnr~nt official,.
and niilitar\ leaders such as Gieneral lDa'~id JOncs., fr-
mler Chairman of thc Joint Ch icfs of* Staff. General
Ed\% ard \IeN r. former Chief of Stalf of' the Arnr\ . and
Admiral HarrN Train. formicr Conimander-in-Chicf of
thc Atlantic Comm11and - Additional lN. the reconinrnda-
lions of this stud\ \,\re endorsed by 'ix formner Sccre-
laries of Decfense ývho in) their introduction -stated.
" There are serious deficiencies in the orc-anu/ation and
inan aocr ial procedures of' the U9.S. dcfcnse

establ ishment."



IhII S I Id\ kk IA I I"ov cd h th Ie rIcc C t a C 'Ion
lark ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ h dfildn~ca'no \te Senatc .-Aimcd Sci -

icc, (Ciiiiittcc. )his ,il'4 rCcoiMIInndCd broa1d
I ist wltirnld cranell-cs and %`ids 141"1por1tcd b1\ A bipIartsii
coa Iltonl lcd b SCnIat IOr\ Old%% atcr alld NUnln ( )11n tire
HOI oSC side. ('onle1rc sN11111 Ics, Aspin (tile ick hania
oft the Arincd Scv\ rccs (onrilinitcc) initiatcd Itar-
rcachine set ot crre oil broad defense proý.U[irciucnt
and nrIIIana'Ccnrct isNsucs. Vjn1all\ In [cbru-ar\ 19s,(). thle
PrCsidCn~t' BIloc Ribbon (ommnission onl lOctcnis Man-
a~eniCnlt (tile o0-callcd PaCkard ('irmsson nincd
after the Cihaiirman oit the Comirrrssion, indnstriaf ist and
fornmer I)cpnt\ Sccretar\ of IDcfcnsc Da\ id Paickaidi
reCleasd its sct of lcmcdtoll" onl dctcnsc ctr
ni/anion and IprOccdLt-al ChaneFIcs,

AcaIn. tile focusl %%,as onl broad, surrvmtt" wt'l dn-cs
in thle Jacquisition proccss itself raither than) on fihe iia
ro%% cr i'sLIC of fratrd0 and db-Nsc. '' %ilh thle CcOInniCen
dat ions ccntlCrIne1 o1) thle nced for J n]Ck% planillIneL tild
bodectming ' scr significant reorruanj/ ation of both [tic
Office if [tic Sccrctar\ of De)fense and thlt Joint (hicts

of Staff. and sienificanit changes Inl thle acqustIktion rIOc -
ell' as % clei as thle managemnent and huminc, prac.tices oft

thle (oncrcss and the 1)( )1
Thus. thile nCo-ress and the cxccutiiv branchi arc

faced k fill a choice. rhc\, can ceither con!11LI inuc th
detailCd attack On "rauld anld abuslc**-- throinch -,rcatei

re il-1ation and stcpped -up aud iti ng---or they canl -,hitl
thc debate ito the highcr platcaul of broad structural
reform in thc xk a' the Dcpartmrent of Decfensc "I~ll dto its
bus1iness,1 ovcr the Conlin,- \Cars. Obviously, this C\anll-
ination argu.Lcs that fatfcr approach. H IIrkeocr. [ihc argu-

nment comecs kkith a aieit is po~ssibic ito p) too tair
and seek chanec for its okkni sake. thus ' throwinew a'~ka\
thc i-oo %k fdilh the bad Me)n aftcr another , Independent



oth'1 ( 0merfuntcM1 a12c1)iR'' I at lcitcicat State. Ahih410koal

lcxc elsha\c tound that tile I )epaiitnct t ot I )lcn~e ",

)It I C t It Che b1s 11naecl.t ' itC 1 1 J1 ' ) e1 t di" anace
(t )ý eminenII ct aucuIkC' IhII I CaISx It seeL xk hlenIIkIt deL
44xerrL)n1 are k.onitipard %%It(1 those OeCUrIInII- )II k4iff)A

aecintict problem,, CnICOiintcrcCd inI the hbu~itd' iti 1fls

transit xstsand L01-1C'N011 OHICCio~a NtiebIIIrIIe'ý-

Ihus." x hue mnakini-, essr andi drantaitc ciIe II
the %% a% the I)partilen~t kit 1)ctensc, does itsb'~,t> I)II it

1 .1 o1rt)nt no111 t Ikto I I k I the CI nan I I pit)(tanit l'~
\t, , xc learned inII hbu\ 111- 1 A( Al V, Capot 'A stetI'I ox, el (lt:

aat 1 er' I .tltI C t". ther Cs I muICInII lChIII 11441 14
Min)pn I L tetlI Ps thle ItOl Io11 kin deillsttit k.1 LIIrent

plIOCI MACettl LIakes dut ~iar

Thel' cquaitiioin I'r'ceis

There are ess:ntttafl\ tour sets 441 adxcrse trenlts Mx Ik~h
mus~t be reversed it thie DO )(, It) 4 e its inonc\x s xxorth
an"d puLblic ContidCnICC , is tIlk' restored. [he ffI iri l

thle se I"sII ItN ,( Iitn-,(' ( ' I40( cH I U/b, w I/it, ( hou e4( )1( 11) mIp

ýS.Sf\c'/n flcnt'i',11cssemtial there is a per-CepIon01
that ''the exvstine instit? ational structure' doe"' nmot
prox idc tor the selection1 and dcx elopment ot thle 111ost
cost-ettectixe itcaponfl. Ibis concern iis typitied h% thle
extensive debates, ox er the past several ..ear,, regarding
the S20) bitllion requcstedI tl'r 100 MI X IIIissleS, a sCconldt
S20 billion tor I WX 13- 1 bomubers, and third S2)) billion
It r tA x adddit i mat a ireratt c arrier task fo rce s.I The 1is4uc

is, not %, hether thewe xxcapon s\,,tcmis are desired but
,,khether they represent thle best xxka (axI ainone ianx. other
poss~ible at ternatl" i0 ye N speIld SOO) bill ion to enhanIce
the nation',, securiti . SintilartxN there has beeni much



ot "trat1CL\ and (lhc IrCNUtItatt I %..af)'ill N~C~tLIk N\ .I IL' k1

ponindcd hN inter- SerX Ito: riialr Ion tesuic- lLJ&\Iht\ act

still tUr-ther comtplicated h\ the tipportuntUNtI> 101 W\041
ttoflar\ chan.ce in torec structure that Jrto.' t1crcd h\

tuture techniologtcat CharilC\ Capahle Ot ittuhipXll fill- [CI

Cx ant tvialta Vapabilitics it thenC% tt.' cchnokt,!\ .at h%.
*ahsorhed- b\ the tnilitar\ tnti~lutions.

1itOXevX r. proposa.ls tin such drammw tc tatie CMwtI

tall 1r1t0 art at hicu1-oti' rc~ion bet\xctfl tiadititotala SCI

oCC equipmecnt and ntis\ion's. \0hich, make, it tilt ticuit to[
the armecd \Cr\ ccs to accept such conccpi -ou t ur

ally bwi examnple. perhaps the NaX\ý could ca!t\ oWi

1111',11C, Bunt NULJl) h tct- ale NO tOrten.1 to tradItion1al
notions of na~al o~peratioin, that thc\ t-ecci\ C litttc int~ci
tiont. Instead. %kX CcontinueI WO Conc~ttratc otn hLtI1lttt2'
ittproX ed X ctI',wN (it trad it iontl plattfIorm,' shi ps
Planes. and tanlks.

NlorcoX cr. (liC atttted si-rxiceN, tnwo m t eatcah item
At CqlpipflCrt heC the "hest po's-ihle. lhiN lcatIN to)the

"scCIitd of the adverse senfds t.Itt na ie jnq Y'r;InlIniiH

1/11' cfwol d( cim h'-.c t'qipIIU'l. The ýnlttcd Stale" has
clearl\ kept Its miuiltar\ Cqu~iptttent at (hC lot-Ci-Ont tit (tic

technologiical '~aC(ttCathut the coq', of this
inupBAtCL performtance -fromI '2nciation to letneratton

oft XXepo CdItl t nis -- hit, bcen increrases ot aroundt 6

percetnt per \ ear in thC unit pr-icC of each ttCX gener-atiotn
Ot Cquipnletlt (even1 after adjusting. totr inflatiotn. ~I'- \Nclf

as- thC higher unit price associated A.ith thC reCdueCtt
quantitI ies~ t\ picallv purchased tioda\ I' SinceC the cos~t otit



a single ship curt-rentl is measured fin hundreds otf ill-
lions and exert billion,, of- dollars. and an indis idUal
plane in tile tenl, or e\ n hundreds of millions. and each
iie%% tank in thle millions, it is clear that Undc%.i anly real-
istic projection of' resourlces likelN to be made ax ailable
for defense, if Unit costs continue to increase the nation
NNII il e able to buyI fexý er and IexN er Nxe apon sx stemls
each Near.

Reco-ni/inc- the diff'icults of businc- enouchi

sN eapons xý ithinf the dol Iar raxa ilable, the armied forces
historicallN have been optimistic in estiniatinc! the
"like]\- cost of these weapon sytm.especiall\ Mi enl

first requesting f'Unds tor their des elopment . Their hope
has been eithe-i that cost,, xýill. ill fact, be uiie\pCctedll\
loxN , or- that more mone\ xs ill become availlable in thle
future. More c\ nicall\ . sonic sugge'Lst that unrealisticall\
loss cost estimates re fl e, t a bureaucratic tactic Mu bse
pu~rposýe is to get the developmen~lt prog-ram started and
to leas~e thle problem of- hoxs to pa\ f'or it to those in)
office in later x ears. Indeed. a~ s eNaponIs are actuall
developed and proc tired, f'ar too often their real i ed
costs have been si cnif'icantlx higcher than the initial esti -
mates. Ibhis program cost gross th historical Is has as er-
aced bet een 5f0 and 100 percent of the onriginal cost
estimate of each ss capon vsen

NatUrall\ . if there are onlx at Certain nluniber- of* dol-
lars available for biica cix ecn sxsteni.zand] its Costs
dIouble. xAC c~an Onl\ afford to busl hill as' tlitalN. ThINs.
ss bile the Lunited States has been bus inc- c\'treielv
capable xscaponl sN stemis, the total reSu It1 of- both tN \pes
of cost gross tb - from genieration to cenerat ion. and
b~ct%%scel initial estimates atnd f-inal price tags has been
fess er and tess r systems boucht each scar. [or c'xai -

PlC. ill thle 195t0s 'he LUCite State'. bouchIl aroun11d 3,000t~
fighter planes eac.h year:' in the 1 960 s. thle nu1.mber PLmr-
chf~ased declined to I .t t X per \ ear: and inl the I1970N.s tile



figure C was only 300 fighter planes per ýear. (Norm

A,\u ustie has pointed out that a continuation of this

trend Would result in our building one fighter plane per

year in the year 2054.)"

There is, howAeser, a ninnimuM quantity of wcapon

systems + which is absolutely critical for the successf'ul

completion of any military mission. espec all.\ as, the

Sosiet Union has been steadily inproving the qualit\ ot

its weapons, while still maintaining equipment stocks

and production rate- tha are ver\ hi-h compared to

American defense iUnh'r,. Thus,. thee t' c 0

reductions in the quantity of L_'S sxeapon purchases

could be devastating.

The increasing cost of L'S x, capon systems also

add,,s to the third of the undcrable aCqutisit ion trends.

namely . a lengthening oI the a( quisitiol 'v(/ol the tu.ne

required to move fron) the initiation of dcevclopmnent

through the completion of production. Part of this

lengthening is due to the increasing complexity of' mod-

em ,keapon systcmis. but two morc Important causes are

am stretchouts resulting from an increasingIl burden-

,,ome and indecisive managerial and budgeting piocess

(in both the executive and legislative branches) and Nb

stretchouts resulting from program cost gromths and

budget reductions. It used to take ' to 7 sears to acquire

a \seapon system. but ne\% ssstemfls noss otten take 12 or

even I sears to move from exploratory deve)opment to

initial deployments in the field. Even after development

is complete. the high costs of each weapon mean that

only a tew production units can be purchased each year.

so the deployment of anN significant number is still fur-

ther delayed. It becomes a vicious circle, since an added

effect of lengthened acquisition cycles is reduced elfi-

ciency in the acquisition process, and therefore still

greater unit costs and still lower quantities. Thus, the
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lenLet he iiing acquisition c, dce has a compound nil itarý
effect. First, it results in' it dcclinie iii Americas, tech-
ii I c ,ic a ad ~antace 0yer tilte Sm \ ets, since imost (it the
s\ stems deplox ed inl thle Field are older desikcns. and,
Second, the tonoer c'.cle itself causesC.1 hil-her costs and
therefore reduced quanitieIs.

Addi ng to these u udesi rable Weapon1 1,S\ ste
acquisition trenids---and to a considerable ex\te nt be ing
caused b\ themi-is thc fouirth of the adverse trends.
lvrnlttt'fl- ,n'ob/ell.\ ill il( I'S deljcnse itido..trialboI N.\'

With tiCle g ~-e decline in rates of production, one
xAOuid expect to Nee the industrial bIse 'drxing,2 upJ.' Ill
tact. dlurinc .he shrinkage inl defense procurement,, ini
the earl\ 19 70ts (the ainnual procurementCl a1ccount
dropped from S44 hill ion to `s17 hitllion. cxc tuding intia-
lion effects. fromn 1969 ito 1975 t. the large prime c:on-
tractors remained in bus,,iness b\ building equiMpmenCt at
%er\ 1()%% rates. h or example. one a ircraft per month inl
anl extremle case. ýkhi te supplier-s of parts, an1d 'suh
contractors, were athomed simplk ito disappear. A series
of reports, in late I 980 all indicated signi'i canlt prob)Cles
in thle L'S detense industrial base.' 'Ihese studieS identi-
tied areas of' substantal1 linetficiencv, for normnal opera-
tions in Peacetimie. as v cit as critical bottlenecks ftor
examiple. in selected ti1itical parts and product ion euiMP-
ment), such that there x% as almost a total lack o)
capahil its' to respond rapidl\ to an\ emnergenc\ c~ondi-
tion with a ,sur,-,e in product ion. [or e xample, it x, as
reported that it \kOUtd take over three years tor an exist-
lingl aircraft production line to increase its output
sicnit~icantly1

)dd lV. Amecrica Zs natoioal security stratec V a
itself partiatlk the cause of this declininue industrial
responsiveness. 'After Wkorld War It, the United States
shifted ito a strateg\ and mlilitar'v force posIture that
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relied very heavil,' on US numlear superiority to deter
war in anm form. Under this posture, the US abilit\ to
mass',-produce huge quantities of weapons rapidly -- as
dernonstrateu during World War II- was no longer con-
sidered a part of America's securit\ strength. Beginning
in the 1960s, howkeer. as the USSR began to acquire
strategic nuclear parit.,, the threat of a tUS 1] uclear
response to a conventional attack became less credible
as a deterrent to ",ar. Thus. th,. United States shifted to
a strategy, of "flexible response": attempting to respond

to conventional a:ecressioa kith conventional \eapons.
, hile maintaining nuclear keapons as a deterrent to

nuclear attacks and for 'first use' if conventional
defenses fail. To prevent the United States frot heing
forced to emplo, the 'nuclear option.' however. the
conventional wartare portion of this strategN, has to
count T1more heavily on US industrial responsiveness-to
be prepared to beef up the relativeh small peacetille
,+tanding forces in the event of crisis. "' But improving
industrial responsiveness also requires money. which
compounds the squeeie on available acquisition funds.
so successive US administrations have been reluctant to
take significant steps in this area.

Reversing these four undesirable acquisition trends
can be accomplished neither quickly nor easil,. The
complexitv and magnitude of the defense acquisition
ssteem does not lend itself to simple solutions.
hio%\eer. partly out of frustration and partly to react to

the public and press clamor -or corrective actions
(brought on more bv the revelations of S400 hammers.
St90)(0 stool caps. and S6(1t toilet seats than by the

above-noted broad trends in defense procurei1ent).
"quick fixes" have been the attempts pursued by both

the Con.ress and the 1)01). For example. recentlh the
Congress had over 150 different defense procurement
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retorin hill s being, processed-- manx o1 x hichl ýk. II Id.II
fact. be counterproduto.ILCII, and Cx en selft-cointradictoryx
xkl hue thle DODl. to correct thle -spare part,, problem.
added literalti\ thousands of- people (thle Air Force added
ox er 3)0people t-or spare parts alone). and the net
result xý as to double11 the processing time for orderine,

spare parts kk Ilh actualk nstwImpact onl torce readh-
ness as a result of this fix. Clearly, primary attention
needs to he addressed to thle lar,-,-dol ata itemis it ~ n i
cant Impacts onl defense procurement are actuall to) be
realiued----rather than to the small Items. [he latter.
unfortUnatelx . are the ones, that hax e been -rabbine, thle
headlines, and thus recciý ing, a disproportionate am11ount
of the attention. An examnple of the mimnatch in
resources x% oIild be the fact that the DODii noxx has 3(0 ito

40 pecn ot the goxernme nt's plant representatix s.
auiditors. etc. looking at spare parts. xý hich actu~ally reCp-
resetIt ouR 31 to 4 percent of the total DOD1
dot tars.

Needed Cha nges

If' these sienificant and uinde~sirable trends, in the D~epart-
ment of lDetense's acquisition practices are to he
rex ersed. there are tkur broad sets of* changes teqUired.
I n priorit\ ordet . these are ( I) iinproxecd long-term
res~ource at locations and "c apon syýstem select ions
(theres, no \aluec in propert\ bu\ ing the "rong s~ s-

tern,,) t Ii tprox ing- the stabilIit\ in programrs and
bUdi-ets IhoM Call \ on. poISibt\, manage efficiently if- the
proc ramns, and the dol lars fmr them. are conti nuo skx
chatw iIne'.?): (3 1shittit12 tromt a current sx stcm that regui-
IOWAs qual itv and costs, to one that creates natural itu en-
fivc.s I-r higher qual itv and 1mver costs. (it's harder to
get people to do things, righit by directive rather than by
choice): and (4) there is, a need for greate, emnpha-sis on
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the importance of* the health Lind r0Ios fies l e
detense indUstrial batse (its role as at vital part o! Our
ntt ional sect.urity post(Ie Omust be reecoYe and sleps
taken to revit~di/e the *at-rieal of deiiocr~acy,)

Clearlk. these tOu~r acti:ons are ImntCI -relatd.C erI all
t .our are requ1.ired it there Is to be a broad ctua
chan'c- in the wayi DOD)l does its business. A mnore
detailed discussion of thle tour actiows follow, .

I . Impifmr( I 11 t/lt' IA t (111m ct a~te t d ~i %Ct'llst N w), C\
41n1d 1citohl.sh W1ccz/)n .A .Ic,n 171 icmnn~ At present.,
wecaponis and other equ ipuien~t are selected ahlmost soledI
h\ eatch military sriceatirrc11- indepenC~denlt l. [he

Arim. N av)s Air I-1orce . and Maiannes each chc ose the
syNstemIs thaJt aJppear best uLi~ted tor their uniqLue, histlor-
real mlissions. accorditli- to their owi perceptions tif
requirMenIUTts. huIS. thle aMed1C~ serv-itcs design thle stI'LC
tures of their I'foces asý If thle\ intenIded to) fiIh inIcc

I/)C'OIf IMland sea. air. an1d amp~~hibious ss ars . 1This1

e\plains , hv-a noted before in the ( renadak opera-
tion of 198)3, the radios of thle Arms aMid Nas \ operated
different lv. prohibitrimg the needed di rect Conirunur1lcal-
tions hetseen them dur-ine the conflict. \11 muilitars
c \perts agree that fu~ture battles, e ill be I otrht s\kith inte-
"crated tlorces So ClearlsI \%C eapons1 and eILrIpIentII shoul.1d
be selected to Complement one anotdher, and thus nc\I m-
mi/e the combhined capabilities of thle armied lorces.

Irjitorturiately. those xs ho hasýe the responsibility
for planniir, how, ss rsssil be foueh~t thle ('harrlinan oI
thle Joint Chiefs of Staff and thle ('orumandersLII- ol tile
I'nifivd and Specified C'ommair~nd,l (('IN(',)- dto not
develop- wea~pon reqjuiremenC~ts, nor approve the selection
ol s% eapon sy sterns, nor establish the priorities, for
resource expend itutres, arronL the s arious, coripet i n L
demrands. hus, thle sole responsibilIitý for Imuposing
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somle Coherence upon the un1coordinaited pr-OCU tIre C t
programns of indiv idulKI Serý ice,, ha~s been assumled hK
the Office of thle Secrezar\, of' Defense. \% ith freqIuent
adv ice from (fhe Congress.

To get resource and equ~ipmenC~t plannir ne done b\
thle militwry onl a unified basis ý ould require a strength-
ened Chairmani of* the Joint Chiefs and an ore-an i/ation
and staff more independent of' the Ser\ ices, as % a1s se
-ested bv President Eisenhou er (hut not1 im1plemlented)
in 1 958. Thus. long-rangec mission -a~rea resourcepln
wAould be Lenerated based onl 2uidance from the O fflice
of the Secretar\ of' Defense '% ithI total dollar lex e s
established by the President that xk on d m1ake more1

teffctive use of' the overall resources, and thle c~hances in
lechnoloLN mmx' availaihle. It is the latter %%h ich ha~s
resulted in lthe present considerabie o\ erlap in i ndli dualK
Serv ice tradit Ional roles, and mlissions,

Such long -raine-e plans- tied to militar\ mission
future needs-x U Id pl ace ani "alfh dab ilm c oust raint-
onl decidinL xx hich future xxca~pon s\Stems11 xx onL~l he
developed and procured. and iii hat nu Iber11Cs. T he
Chairman xx ould also recommend a stratccx thatl xx ould
be tied to these resource plans. a fink xx hich . lan', hax1\c
noted, is currently missing. Such ai pklan \Nould- not only
have the mlilitary mak ing explicit trade-off s betxxecu
quantity and qua~lity (ilte result Of a1 rcsourc-CCCoPStr-aTind
plan). it wkould Also require explickit trade-offs betxecin
dollars for force nioderni/ation and dollars for force
readi ness (thle input from the 'I NCs is part icu larkI
important in the latter regard)

Much of, Mm hatins into this recommendation is con-
tained wkithin the movement for -JCS Reform.-'1
I Ioxx ex'r . mian\ of these rceform proposals tenid to
e mphasi/e exclusi velyv the mni Iilar\ -hain of coin-
niand" issue. They need to be expanded to include the
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reCsourtce planning i~sse Also. H If I~: prpei 1iiuplCiiiC1Cd.

these reforms \kOiild sllienificantix sUtrenethen the if011c Of

the Secrclarx of Defense. fie xx ould then) h1a1\ fa
Lcreater assistance in achiexinye Integcrated pkinniucL
from the Chairman oft the Joint Chicts of Sltd I tlie
C N Cs, and (lhe ni we inide pe tide lit stalf ft the Ch airmal"1
of the JCS. Sinillarlx . theN xx Mild make cleat the spc-
ci tie role of [lhe Serx ices. "xhich is hx Lmx that of

oran/ig eqiHIppin1e. training11, aind support11 11nCthir

respectixe for.ces.
0)xerall. the effect Af this broad reform xxould he to

,,hifl more toxx ards (C~tij(t dhc( isio',lncak-,' mdd

dc'( flhiU/'ll11 impl/it'l) le'ft 1111 Il. xx ith the scrx icesIix 1

tilll ffauthoritý and responsibilitx for, the ewecutioui ot the
wNeaponl "S\stems dexc lopme i cis and proc. nrc file lita
\\ ell as, their subsequentI supp)ort.

The lonL-rangce. integrated, resource plan genera-ýted
bx the O ffice of the SecretarxN of lDefense and the Chair-

mian of the Joint Chiefs of Statf xxoul~d then form the
basis for the second of thie neC~dcd defense acfJUIsItiOli
ref rins.

2. (,rcal'r I)Io'mro-ill (11d /)ild(I~4t .sabi/i\ . hle

Vnited States is one of the fexx nationis lin the \w rld. if'
not thie onix one, to runM its defense establishenirt oni ant
ann LIA hIII bugtc r:ce. Single -\ear defenrse budgets
en1COUraLce the Serv ices, the adm inist ration, and thle

(oion ress, to mieet annual total budcetI un11its, hx strech1-
n1L gout the purJIchases of Most xx eapons ox er sex eral

additional wears a far lesdifficult action than atuallx
caneelincL anl entire ,Necapon prograIIml. SuIch ''stretch-
outs" are short-sighted. as thtex force contractors to pro-

duce equ~ipmient at inefficient rates of production.

ciausinu, hi cher uinit costs and the oxeral I procurement of
fexxer systemis. For examtple. the three-year production



',telltlhtii 1 t t 1he F -15' airIcrattI in the mid-190
re\LUlted in) a x -ilo-okricraei rtrmett

te~l~dif12thte eftects, ot inflation)t. FAiehtx -three lk\\ er
t~iffte airecraft xý etc purc:hased thanI x\LI 1Wd h11CCh'e
pot'tible loi- the salini dol lar" -h~id the orii 1211,1 plani
been1 adhereCd to."

,h10-1t uttt.l- or three- ea~r budeet CS clc, \\oiild
run td neC tilce eate l\tbi lit necosr , tt r c f tnt rae It)

pkla IMor1e ettiCeient pr1odut.ion:11 17,11Q, and loxxC 0Ci Lhe1uni
cobtý of nekk ,Vsteim,'. [uiitheriniiti the stahiijt Of iMilt)
\Near bLIideetinu1 x\tUILd ofcnr~ 11)(1picti n ttnui

N ear procuiremlent c~ontracýtsi t Iar miore el Ii cle
techtinLIe . Fi nilk x and 1110', i mpI trtan1t. ii wllt1\1 Nea bukci~
\Otild nc~h0i,turae the I )efense, Dep~art wentl and thle ( tn-

,,cr\s to cotiider more Ccarilix,11 the lon-- teriii 6lscal and
strateulel implications of 1 procUremenCTt decis~ions. NaturaliN
mutix ear bUdget, couIld be rex 111\ (da lxtitiie itl heft
of chatices ill \ko-rid conlditons,

F:1lCOuragZine_' .N during the past \ear 1ýtth (tie Senll
ate and the louse havec introduced bilk for- a biennial
bRUde pr(cess. t,% herein A t~ko-%ZF OCN.I ehe esebd eCt
xx OUld be establisýhed duithe ir,,t sear of thle n1,tx
(¾ n gre ,sS. [he IDepartment of' DITIýefns has1' stron l Nl-

potrted thi\, initiatix . It mieht be noted that thle Cottnl
res5aualLA budeet res"olutions IL~ acu lls c hax 1[tree-

xear bue:s ontained xx ithin them. but 01n1x thle I rst

ecar is, l'nim,Ii onl the e cent ixi h ranch. Muleh I the ,ee-
otid txx ate considered - trev Na ine , thee tu
xear tareets, bindline as 'nomiinal budeets. sw th the
Pres~identf permlitted to Siibtiiit1 aMendMents~l' as the
eCOtiontieC p~ictUre chanced. x ou1ld intr1oduce a 111,1itr ele-

enit itto the needed stabiN Iitsxi thoutt r-equirintg radical
c hatnecN inl procedure,.



to IrCdL.cc the nLIIIuhCr' 0' C0 unu11tcs 11ný0l\ct inl thec
lDC1CIsC hUd-Cct procc:es` IllPX3 198) )CtCnlC [)CrIvt1111IIIc

I in css cs t es I I IIld on the HSi4 hudl-Cct betoi1C M) Con1-
Mjitlcc\ 111d s~lbCollllitItCCs1 1 300 1\ Iitncssc pio\ dtcdi
216 fit ) hInII", t dIC t IllI( )I\ . Ille VedunIId In t [it:ar I , at c

I II-C )1'L)Til) (t r hoth I )CIICn~ lHalnacl'cnTill anld ItvIf
itiec (ntcrc\ an 11d I Ocu cit S CnXIC1,I\ C d attet on 111k il 1C
jcfaili (0 thie hudeet. rather than on hro"IIdcr JpOlic\

l\\LIC1. VAdd60ItnL11% the 111,1M ~nalChancs that rcsnttl
tronil this proýCeN l ast \car oxer I 141)(A) tine Items %x crc
Lchance1d) nltlrdn~tcc r in'.tahihrtic'. into dctcn'.c pro
LraM'.s and unc~crtamntic, abou)Lt ILIutuCf(rc udlilu tex cl, ý71k
skchclduLCx, An All Force studx e'.ttniated that '.anic'.tit
204 pertcent.:could be achiex ed alter a tcxý \ Car' ti mc
b\ '.tabili/ing the Decpartiment oit D1)CIICn budectl -o C1-
OrC'.'1111.ion rctormux xx uld help ito make these sa\ mc'.s
po.'.iblc.

;h1C I)etcn'.,C DI)cpartmu1Cnt alSO could 1hClp aIchIcx c
,mrcater buld-ct S.thblilt% 'Ihle Ik)epartuCntI mli'-Ilt hcg2in b\
r-econi/line- hoxý mu1Lch it hurt'. itsed bx not mAIak L rcall
I'.ic totAl pro-ranm cost es.timatces. I Iistoricallx . thc Cost

a'.xOCIAtd %% tilh thc iin, 'rtainti of decx lopintn tlc\\

adx anccd-tcchniolm-n \\ xxean s has not bccn includcd Inl
nIOs( proc-ani Iinitial c~iltlatm2.. '.IDc pli)tcNtil pri.c t~il'.

look nmorc attrachi\ c xkt ihotitthc~sc -omtineent., ol-
jars. Oiptimistic initilal Cstiliiatline, Is a proletMCl
throtmihout thc x ArOuxIc xc x o the Dlclnxe I )part -

nicut . as x %%ll as tin thc (oncress. Ihcrc is no questimon.
hoxxcxem., that thcrc arc niat'i un1cltainti ., in tlic
dcx elopnimcnt t xxcapon s'.\ c tenms, and that tactors to
cix cm thC'.e risk's tilList bc e 11IudIcd 11 costsý arc to he cstlp
matMcd calIxtiCallk this is basicallx a manamccimn
ixx1c, no0t ai coxt-Cxtmnmaune11 IsSue. (lcarlv . realistic po

Lrani coxt estinmates arc critical to thc achiex cluent ot



\tatlnlIIt\ 11id1 thictoeI11eC. II C It:Iiclk: II i e in eh ictcic

acI k:kI IIIIIti t M III0 ceC ItII I ,I IatC - Clx \ L~ ic Ii 111
Cl I't cIo ( )k i h n ' t rcti "n o olo i m~ Iatcr 'i I ~.ttI l'li it

ic Ii tc k r cIaIII c0 t C\ IIIIt ii t C ' N,ýC I L i\CLI .' lI I \k .1 1d

I I)~ In tC\ io lP10-1111 1 icr It\ In the It)faI hndcLct 11h1in tit

cI .Itl I\ cki"!I, eo~xr ach iot thc pikocrailii" %xlii' h Nui

i, ck d k.ould Il, 'iia01tiacc 0101C elI ItiiMitlk alnd. III III,
C a k rC,it I ca L i inn IIIIt)ICCk~I 1) 11Cn11t c i I hld I~ ',k i I nCd 11

( )nci tcci C ic 111 ii Ct 11 thc(li Sei Icc\ I kiaxt IQ c IccIrnI

h cLil l l11[ic lici c.m- t ache tcrn --'I contac "')IIt\ \xI 1ClI
hai t1dC I ~itI It cla I c . I n nci tfl: t pk:c anit ý naI acý IIIci .ir I

III, scri, ice F-il Cv~ripi~c. thc Alil 1-,c ti n \ IIti 11,'1

khrkcIpiiTIC Itxcit to Opcratc \k, Ithil(ie thc 2t 'ilin(xI
ilatc toir 100 13I1B aircalt \ ba'clinc baN, hccii 'icncd
aI MW it Icx \ I'OnN a irCqic rc-xnIC(.ICýL]d Ix tint 11 in 11

iit\ a til tt c l ci toll c\ ck ()I the sclrx ice to all 1t thc
kc\ paranictcrN, ki the pronrain. tn) c\ainplc. pcttovin

Iiiiiiiicn~tN tiX- C 10t C\I~tCdI "11 the Scr\ ICcx haxt C tell
Itrcc to chancc their itiidx trctjucntll On both pnoia, ill
r-CLLuI rICIIIticn aiid biidn-ctý . thux crcatiitu, tunat anilmd
intb,Iihlit\ inl the procrain and aftoxxinc.1 tilc in~dnxtiaIJ
xUpplicr,, too opcraitc 'tlc\ibl\" On conntact col"I C\xC11
it thc oricinal contract had hccni a ti~cd-pImcc contractý
I nd(crIninc11'- thix concctI~ Of bactininL P, t he xunti

that thc Scrx icc pronraoni mianaccre I, c~ixcii xnt t icicnt
Althorit\ to rcjcct chanccseý that coinic inI trout othicr stat

arca,,. Of grcat heclp to thc cftcctio'c 1iMiatIacilictit ot
thc',c prO r.raniw xx on Id be urcatcr DOD)rcr~aiii n

authorot f thc Coinn-recx to peri~iui t hc neccc ai\ im ani-
aucrial tlcltiilit\
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'irai~1. urn r.Wrucnlctn(\ halc tec hctI.n1 htn
dec'..ni opctiiloiit l~liIlJ hi\et 111c hccl 'nr cttdi. m

.:'(7 1/l1lT. h01()C117 U/ '1 wiO lilltlj l '12It r'' Tili!

hccn nol Pnlc~Tats cmwccfId h%\ e e wh > Cr\ A rilch

an11.Clcdf~ hx ill% 0ihcr Aufthoritx cilihcr in htc c.c

ti\c or hc2Nai rinc~licý' I ndtct tOi, conccpt. thc doI
lars mustl he a itlithic lor pr''dncionii nd thc pLinning
donc 10 11,1Ca nlh i r\110011 niiiit~il 11r0'nn dCx Ch'pnIfciii Iflul

proti.1%.i, I t~ih prolper plmnfnl Lonl pimairi, dim .~ carl\
ei~nouh It) cic the dc'nic(d ctt cicnc\ 01 Iprl'~tinuct i

IlpcriitilonN SUChI planhTInII~ 11id COMinnitrrucnlt' \\0I'ld

Cn1COLITuraCc both ciii -IC icJrdnto r l\ad ctI iccot

Hihc tir~t t\\ll t-ct~lrnnx Inl dICICn~c [)*tLInCII'lncl

Iltuprl)\cd plannini aInd 'clcdr(lon ofi ý\\C'pofi' (ii
aind tihihtx in pticraliiN mnd htLIdLCt\, UrC Thie ll'_hrch

priorrlý \V ilh thlc'c [V1 o rclornl\ ill ph1 .' it v% on d then
hel pwNýihlc to unanaI1_C Ctich \k caponl proctirclC flt' Ill '-
gall]i arl muole cit icicnltlx midl cttccti\clx llot\Ccdl. tol

dit "it thc tmo Uctorni d icUN'c"d hick hul c 'l~ \Il ccc'-
"IfItic korliuhiicd i rccr. ot ill loinr tt ill chic~ c (tic

rctol n'rii thc 1pcN i lnica~i"lrcN 0t,1i 1110t LlittiC lt,101\

oIc1 getiung morc lacor- thc hn~ck normallx ,Imrl



numb11el Of Ilc\\ IIý 11and Of eCLUlatmomis, IrcI'sC

rules:, 01 one creates a tick cnmil~i~niciit'i one In \kilich

the mon.\ernmenlt and its cot~ oshakeC natural ulkenl-
lik e", such as imiotion. profit imcreasekl sales, rtc~
sional pride, etc.. \01 hich lcead thle gmsermient and
industrk )IMnanacers to) ký ant to IteuLrC oult kIZI\ s, to
impllrove thle quliAt\ oft their produILcts and( losk er thle
'Os"'. As, m ll he seen belo\%. such 'market ncenti\ es,'
rareir c\ist to~da\ Inl defense p~rocurIementI. ihe'\ need to
he Created In or1der to) achiew thle neces~sarxI chMIncN.

[-he hillmo ingc It) speci fic technitques Ilii ht aches e
the 'natural Incent i es'' needed hwl inipirksed ett1icines
an1d fet ees4defeInse resou~rce tMIUan ICem t.

[\I I\\ CItI) IT I )[tI.SSI( A\ I It,\I kecaullse e \perienced
(loS ernmclen manacers are essential or1 thle uLccessfull
Acquisition! Ot n'x 11. iultbjilliotdllarOIJI hich-technloes)-'

hig h -ri I sk ,%apo~n s\ stemls, incent is es mu1st he Ccrated
lot thet. retention, and espeCCWIal thle promotion01, Of efec.-
tmse miilitars and ci s hanl personnel inl thle aicencics that
inanai~e the aCt.u.ismton process. IfIistorical .x suchl sta-
hilI tv, and rev~ards hak e not em~tsted. For thle nil itar\.
promot ion potential lies elsck, here inl operational posi-
tions. Rotation rates are hich in manatcemient billets,
and incxpericrnce---o even no experience- -is common.
liowe'ecr. in recent years, thle Air Force has nmade somie
si enificant strides in the ri,-ht direction. and in 198)X
Nas s Secretary [Lehmani directed that 40) percent of' all
Itnt tire admnirails must come from the acquisition coim-
mun it\ Si milIar upgrading of status and promotionl
potential is also) required on the civilian side.

[ he first and most ohv inus step is a rec lassi fica-
fion) of prictirement !romn -administrative- N)t



sp~~~iik ~ mli~ hiC.~ ntaliiui, adil. C \pCrIc~CnC 1. n111 tile
j~Cr~~n~l \ s~n~is nII rc -ricd onl hoth fil o i. Ilan111

r-Ctain1 tile HotCapahbC anld C\)CI-ICIICCdI p)coplC 1in thle

recenlt \ cars, -pricsthoodsN (it dixiLLdnls \%]ill c\tIn -

si\ C Aiilthot% liax cbu1ilt) upOnl tile SCrxIc.C and SC,:rC

I ar\ sat I, Ihtc se p cop IC llax L thle r I,-lt to tcolIl a

PrODraml nIlnaWCIr C\aICtl\ xki ht 1itiu ILst hlaxc InI his pr[o-

! aifl -- Irlbti I h C pointI ot \ I C\ý ot th1C coinpt IIII eIIIt'ill

ad\Oeatc.' tile "sti-canliniuCI1 adl\oCatc., the r'lcliahil-

it,, c\pert.- the -logistics C\pcrt . thc' nn litar\ con-

ponent ,pecC iaticilon Ce\ert, 1 and so forth. S ince Al o

these 111th idUaks lla\k p mo O\r Ox Cr a program. thC

prograinmaniiager muist ag~ree ito nifct their dix Crsc

rCCuir-CnlIClt'S if he %%miats his program approx Cd. rcgard -

less of thC costs. lin addition, inl order it) C a pro-

"C rant on uip (tc title. tile pro-021all nIanlalCr IMIst L")

throuIL1h innume"Ilrable sets, of -revtexxs -- ottcn oxer 401

md indiial sets of brichlnu-s for one decision onl ho).N the

programn "Ill he run. A looik at either commercial prin

Crams, or WkCI -run defense programls shiovx s that %%fhat

succCes ful programs ha xc inl commnit is a strong pro-

Cramt manager xx ith fll authorito. to dto the job. and the

full SuIpport of t hose sen ior to hi11 mu xx o Canl force the

s~steml to aflo\% it to happen. D~efense "laxcringC has

buillt uptol 10such a point that. inl somU1c cases. it is nearl\

impossible for thil, to occur. lIn 1985 Nat,\ Sccrctar\

L-chiian took a dramatic lt)p ito Clliminaiite a\\,hole l~iver.

or organi/ation. bx rcmitoxin tilte ('hict of* Nax v Mate-

riel anid all Of hIls su,1pporting- stall. Ihis also 'had tilc

desirable effect of ClimimatiitiC mluch of' the stafl from



the next la\ er dm n. k hose principal joh %kas suppl III,-
datil to the Lipper la\ en. lie also streamlined the report -
ing chain from the proeramn manager dire ctl% Llp\\ard
T11hus, the prooramn manacer wais 6'venhboth the
Authorit% and the responsibilIity associated %k ith his ýjob.
and k% as free to mia na e in the nmo st effect iv e and e Iii-
cient fashion practical k ithin the Ii mits set by pro02ramr
dollars.

This is an essential step in mnore ded lyet~ acquisi -
t ion mnc n

msh R\t~ N mL Itsxtv. In) the nondefense
xk orld the mai ntenance ot some form of continuous
alternative tfor examiple, comipetit ion heikseen txo or

More suppliers, fr the same product, or bet\een at least
two different products for the same mission) is the nor-
mral wkay of doi ri2 business. Sinrce such at comirpetit ion
assures the continual creation of incentives for lo~keringc
costs and improving pertOrnianlLO it has, proxen to be an
e ff -ective technique. By contrast. the normial approach
for the DIepartment of Defense is to have an initial coni-
petition for the development of a wkeapon s\ stem. lol-
lowked by sole-source contracts to the winner. The
thousands of subsequent program changes are bid in at
monopoly environment, thus invalidating the initial con-
tract bid. Similarly, all tbl)low%-on contracts---especially
for the large production dollars--are bid on aso-
source basis over the next 10) to 20) years.

The D)01 must figure out ways to shift fromt thisI
sole-source environment to somne form or forms oft con-

tinuous alternative. In the commercial wvorld, if' one
supplier raises. his prices significantly, you'll sx\ itch to
another. In the D)0D world-wkith only one supplier of at
badly needed wAeapon sy .stem---the option is simply to
buy fewer systemrs this year and the rest a few- years



later. at still higher price,,. \Whilc 'ontinlw Us C,,mnptl-
tion Ilna\ not alx~as be pracical.' inost ot the timtie it I,,.
(eritainl,. it should al ka\Ss be considCred, and eltorts
nmade for its achie\enents. Where it is not possible or
practical at the k. eapon s\SstCm leVel. continuous alter-
natives can he used for critical subs,,stems. [he
emphasi- here-as k ith all the required acquisition imi-
tialives,--i. he on incentive,, for the achievement ot
both higher qu+lity and lower costs. Studies have show n
that when the Defense Department has used such con-
tinuous competition in the past. program cost savings on
an average of 25 to 30 percent have been realized, along
with significant performance improvements. '

Recognizing these potential benefits, on I April
I 985 the Congress mandated that the "Competition in
Contracting Act"' be fully, implemented. This law. not
onl, requires the consideration of competition on all
major k'eapon sstems but it also establishes the
requirement to report on this to the Congress. While the
Competition in Contracting Act is clearly a move in the
right direction, that is. toward more use of competiti\e
incentives, there is a danger that the intent of the
increased competition- improved performance at lowker
costs-will be subverted through its improper imple-
mentation. We have already begun to see this happen.
What has captured the attention of both Congress and
DOD is the short-term benefits of holdin' "'auctions''
for low-bidder awards, without adequate attention given
to the attendant risk Qgiven the highly complex, high-
technology makeup of most advanced weapon systems)
of achieving very low reliability and very inferior per-

formance from the "'budget-priced" goods.
It is necessary for the DOD to learn how to do

.'value competition'--as is done in the nondefense/

commercial world-where the competition is held for
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the best goods at a reasonable price. Most often, thle
bu, er A% ill see that it's to his adxantage to spend a little

miore mone\ to get a lot more qualit\.

INC(RE-AS 1-I) L St: O IF )OMtR(I \t. \I S I-1F. tA MR IS.
ANt) SPI'CHI-IWA It U)N.'s Until recent \ears. delense lech-
nolog\ was far ahead of its commercial counterpart.

[to\e\ver. in mans areas this is no longer the case--bet-
ter and cheaper equipment is a\sailable in the hi hli
competitive and fast-,ero\ in- commercial marketplace.
Nonetheless. Defense has held on to its traditions, and
has insisted upon extensise use ot special-purpose

equipment and parts built to special military specifica-

tions. The overall resuIt is that tie D)O)D often paxs

dear|\ for the specialized nature of its parts and equip-
ment. and vet Lets inferior results. For example. in
microelectronics. today's commercial equipment is built
to s\ ithstand environments (such as being mounted on
automobile engines) that are as difficult as those stipu-
lated b\ DOD. But the commercial equipment is far

more reliable, is los\ser in cost. and embodies much
more advanced technolog,\ than that of comparable miili-
tar,. equipment. It is time for Defense to shift to the
selection and use of existing commercial s stemns, parts.

and specifications as its first priorit\. These.l parts ha\e
all met the "'market test" for both qual itv and price.

Thus. the I)()D \s ill hasc all the ads antages of the
" ,-ontinuous competition" of the commercial Imar-

ketplace. without having had to create the maiket itself.
This approach has the added benefit of increasing the I
integration of the militar\ and commercial industrial

5, orlds. introducing not onl\ far more cost sensitivit% to
military procuremnents but also proiiding the potential
for at rapid surge in production. Our surge capabilities
would be greatIs enhanced if existing commercial
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production lines could be rapidly converted to defense
production in periods of crisis.

Ri-\%,ARI (iGO)D P[RF()RMANCL , I [IH Il( RE HISI-
NESS. Defense contractors are primarily sales-oriented.
that is. they are continuLOusly striving to achieve

increased levels of business on the assumption that
profits will follow sales. This sales emphasis A ill gro\,
even stronger if the recommendation for more competi-
tion is implemented. However. current source selections
are based almost completely on promises in the pro-
posals that are submitted for a particular award. There is
very little institutional consideration of the performance

I (in terms of quality, delivery, or cost) that \X as !- nieved
by that supplier on prior programs. Thus. awirds arc
based more on promises than on past performance. The
opposite approach is taken in the commercial world.
where firms are rewarded w ith increased busine,,s it
their past performance has been good. and arc closed
out of future business if their performance has been
poor. Secretary McNamara tried to implement a per-
formance-based source-selection system when he first
came to the Defense Department, but his efforts were
unsuccessful and were subsequently dropped.

Nevertheless. the need to reward success has not

dimin:sL..A md new efforts should be made in this
direction.

PROFIT. Clearly, industry is motivated to enhance
its profit margins. However, the Defense Department
follows the perverse practice of negotiating a contrac-

tor's profit margin each year without regard to how the
product's costs in prior years have compared to
expected costs. For example. the cost basik used for
profit negotiations in production programs is that of the
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previous year's costs. The higher the costs, the more
proifit dollars next %ear, since the profit margin (percenti
te'ds to remain about the sqme ronm year to year.

A far better approach , ould be for the goernment
to allow a higher profit margin in subsequent ,Cars it
the costs fell below that which "~as expected for the
prior years. If costs rose one year, the contractor 'tkould

receive a smaller profit the next year. but if costs actu-
ally fell in one year, the contractor could be assured that
his profit margin would rise in negotiations for next
year's contract. Simil::rlv. profit margin could be tied to

a system's demonstrated reliability, in order to create an
incentive in this area. These proposed changes w\ould
essentially constitute a move toward the commercial
practice of rewkarding e-ood performance with higher
profits in the future.

PRICL EHASfICI I'i. The military services' incenivkes
to achieve lower costs could be greatly enhanced b\ a
policy which permits the Services to btN larger quan-
tities, or improve the performance. of those parti cular
systems for which unit costs tell below expectations.
Thus. part of the cost savings would be returned to the
Services for the acquisition of greater military capa-
bilities,. As is now the case. the relevant program office
loses the money if costs are reduced.

Instead. savings could be used to improve the per-
formance of svstems (for example, through increased
reliability testing . to buyv more of them. or to pay for
needed product modifications. A version of this "'price
elasticity' incentive N as tried successfully by former
Secretary of' Defense James Schlesinger when he
offered the Air Force a choice between a larger number
of fighter wings if lower cost F 16 aircraft were
purchased. or a smaller number of aircraft it they, chose



to buy the more expensive F-15s, T[he Air Force
decided to buy the l owker-pertformanice. li\wer-cost.
.,rcahr- qui IltitY option-so toda\ "e have F-I bs in the

Air Force inventory.

1k 'I\(IIDi( 'i )\.(ISIR*\ iO(IS. Faster. more etffi-
cient miajor \%eapons acqluisition programis require that
hiuh-risk. high-cost subsystems that incorporate nlemt-
,eneration technoloucis -such as radars. enuines. and
coni1puters-shoUld. \,heniever possible. be developed
independent oil the complete w\eapon systemn. '[hey
should then be tulvtested hefore a comm it mnert Is
made to incl1ude them in the overall wecapon sy stem.

Th is demnonstration of' ne\\ technology,\, prior to applica-
tion in a %\capon systemi, is thle proper use ot the ftly-
bef'ore-buy*- concept. It ýwould reduce the cost risk- of,
major weapon syste iii development programs and
reduce the time necessary to complete theni. WKhen nem,
slubs',stern technoloiz\ has heen demonstrated, it can be
quickly inserted into the overall program and brought
into the field. This rnodi ficat ion'' approach has
alread\ proven to be an extremely efficient x.\a\ ot
develoiping newN weapon systems both in the LUnited
States and other Countries, but the DOD1 acquisition arid
budgI~et processes are structured primarilN around the
developnient of' complete ne" wveapon systems.

-I)t:si(i\ -iO -(oi --. In thle commrierc ia I xkorlo
advanced technolouv is used simultaneously to los~er
equipment costs, and to inpiproe the perforrmance oif newk
systemsl,. fIn the defense woirld technoloicyN is used almost
exclusively to rnaximiiie performance. It has been esti-
mated that achievement of the last few degrees of
perfoirmiance tends to raise defense system coists by 30)
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to 50 percent-correspondingIl reducing the nunmbcr ot

vAeapons wxhich can he acquired.
If unit cost %%ere made an important dcst, tn cril_-

rion-alony, with performance----thcn the D)OD) could
take advantace of new technoloies both to inmpro.e the
quality of its equipment and to increase the quantities it
is able to purchase, thereby trading a ,er, small reduc-

tion in an individual system's performance for a larger
increase in the number of systemns acquired. Similarl.
an important early design consideration must he the

development of innovative techniques to reduce subse-
quent logistics costs. Today. support costs are pro-

hibitively expensive: their reduction must be recoeni/ed
as an early engineering design task, not something to he
fixed later.

F'Ni) NONfRAI)ITI()NAI. (ON(TiP1S . In order to

encourage the development of new technology that can
be used to improve overall military, eftectiveness in non-
traditional ways. especially w~hen it would cut across
historical Service roles and missions, it is necessary for
the Services and the Defense Advanced Research Proj-

ects Agency (DARPA) to "'hedge" funds for such non-

traditional systems and technologv. These nontraditional
technologies otherwise remain underfunded. as the insti-
tutions that control the research process consider them
to be a "'lower priority."

For example. both the Army and Air Force have

had trouble funding and utilizing remotely piloted-vehi-
cles. even though Israel has clearly shown their military
value in conflict. If a special allowance was made for

the prototype development and demonstration of pro-

totypes of nontraditional systems, and the money not
counted against a Service's budget (that is. charged to
the Office of the Secretary of Defense). a form of
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internal compeitition could he set uip betms en improx e-
merits in traditional 55 stem.s and innox atixe x% a\v of
accomlpli ihiny, the same task. The innovatix e atterna-
tives could then be tested against the traditional
approachesl o create thle proper incentives, it k' dc-,ir-
able that these nontraditional approaches, be pursued bx
separate organizations \x~ thin each Service, and or that
increased tundine- be civen to DARPA.

To sunimari/e this third broad acquisition1 initia-
tie . i.e., the substitution ot re,-u tat ions, m th natural
incentives, it is important to emphasize that these M(
-incentives-' will not be eas\ ito implement. \et the
-overnment has alreadv hecUn iox in,- onl some otI ~them, and man, of the others, are vers, si miltar to prac-
tices that are widets utilil'cd in the commercial xx orld.
]'hu,ý. there is a laree hod%, of 'lessons, learned' that
c.ould be applied. The comb i nat ion oit these change,,
clearts would result in a verN si,-,nificant '*Cultural
chan-e- within the D)epartment ot Defense. Shittirie,
trom a heavs dependence onl regulation for improved
performance and loxx er cost to the use of natural incenI-1
tives, to attain these same ob 'jectives,. ManN belies e that
the use of' such incentives \x ill, in tact, be tar more
eflective than the historic regulator\ approach.

All three of the broad recomimendations for change
that are described above have in common a "'demand

sie'perspective through revisions to the budgetCing,-
andi programn manag~ement process,. and to incentives to
create higher perf'ormanice and lower cost in wkeapon
sYstem procurements. llosxever. stopping with cnlv
these changes would leave out a ma 'jor potential area of'
improved elfectiveness and efficiency. namnely the
'.supply Side. 'that is. the defense indu~strial base. This

brings us to the fourth arnd last of the broad refornis
required.



4. Industrial base visibilitN. Histoticall\. the
assumption has been that a free market has been operat-
ing in the defense arena, one which adjusts to changing
conditions and achieves economic efficiency and strate-
gic responsiveness to the nation's security needs Unfor-
tunately. this has not actually been the case. the
principal reason being that the overall defense market is
unique. consisting of one buyer and in man-, instances.
only one supplier. Under these conditions, the Defcnse
Department. as the only buyer, has an obligation to con-
cern itself with the health and responsiveness ot the
defense industry. In order to do this. it needs to hae
some organi.ation responsible for the industry"s health
and in a position to take action to assure it. At times.
such an office would encourage the establishment of a
second or even third producer. At other times. it might
encourage the awarding of a contract so as to achieve
greater labor stability. At still other times, it might
investigate the critical lowker tiers of the defense indus-
trv to assure that similar efficiency and responsiveness
is attained in the supply of 'critical parts.

The United State. As the only nation in the world
which does not treat its defense indUstr-, as a vital
national resource. Today. the Defense Departlment does
not have the means to achieve these ends,. at either the
prime contractor level or at the critical lowcr-tier lexel,.
Specifically. what it is missing is goxernmental insight
into the conditions of efficiency and effectixencs,, i
critical sectors of the industrial base. This insight can be
provided by gathering data in such areas as the aintount
of competition in given sectors. labor force stabilit\
bottlenecks, capital in, stments. foreign depcridenc,
lonL-term R&D. capacity utii/ation, surge capabilIN.
and integration of civil and militar, production.

When provided with insight into the health and
responsiveness of the industrial base. the D)OD can then
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include such considerations in iti, major acquisition and
budget decisions. For example. DI) ) could make
informed decisions, not possible now. on the best tillme
and location to start up a ney% production line. ,hether
to obtain a second supplier to do research in a critical
component area, or where to target investments to) alho)A
the rapid surge of a production line in the event of a
crisis.

Today these supply-oriented decisions are not part
of the DOD's acquisition process- nor is the necessar,
data base-insight--available. With the addition of
such considerations. far greater efficiency and effective-
ness could be achieved in this unique marketplace.
Additionally, industrial responsiveness could be made a
more significant part of overall US national security.

The last few years have clearly been dramatic ones
for "'defense reform.'" Much new legislation was imple-
mented with a clear trend towards increased-and more
detailed-regulation of all aspects of the defense indus-
tiy. This trend was further heightened by actions within
the Department of Defense itself, which moved towards
the turnover of greater acquisition management respon-
sibility and authority to the 'lawyers and auditors" as
the short-term solution to perceived increases in
" waste, fraud, and abuse." In parallel with these nega-
tive trends, however, both the executive and congres-
sional branches initiated far broader and perhaps more
long-reaching efforts at the needed basic structural
reforms. Activities are underway that promise still
greater results in these more significant directions, The
bie unknown is whether these activities can realize a
payoff. in terms of improvements in the effectiveness
and efficiency with which Defense spends its annual



buldi-et. This c~arniination tl dcues for sicnilicailt str'uc
tUral chances ý%ithin the currentl ox rall instituitional1 pat
tern. The other optiotws aie either -'minorlk adjUstiic1rits
to the current NN stein(''it xW~l belicxe It" s vkorkliuc- %kclL

No hx it\ it )Lust correct the ahui:es-I or. at the oth,
extreme. radical chanc-es to Serx ice roles and nik riss s
as xý ellItas the use of a 'm c cixiranl bux nc aeric
(-the c~urrent s~ stem iux ll nevecr x\ ork. so let's sc~rap it
and start over''). Nonetheless, even the middle-of-the-
road set of tour reco.onirriendations contained herein still
\Axiii result inl rather draniatioe chanc,-es in orizanr/atiOns,
and proc~edures- -and ultim11ateix, inl a sicuTlitic ant

..cultural changce in) the %ka% [the D)OD condutjs, Its
business.

The imipleimentation of the above: tour chan-es \% ill
be dlifficult and wxill take sinf Wn ime. SO to, akoid
totally disrupting the s\ stem, these chances intiut he
implemiented on a relativelx cradual basis. - ostl\%\hat
will be required is a desire tor changec onl the partl oit
the lecislatix e and cwecutive branches. part1icularlx the
latter.

Todax . nman% onl Capitol Ifill and in the P'entacon
are attera.ipting, to achiex e procurement relorm inl a x erx
piecemneal fashion--fron t anexx -spare parts, c/ar .. to a
corps (if new& auditors. and front hundredLs oI pieces, ol
new procurement-reform regu lat ions arid lec slatton to
even Lreater conc'ressitonal mnicromanarement of ex er\
defense budget litne itemn. Iloxeve~r, the conmiu cxears,
%% ill represent anl ex en more sigciii icant challerigce lt o the
defense procurement \x orld . No longer canl one c\pect
the larce itncreases in defenise bUdeetsv that were seen iii

the first Reagan administration. Thus, in the presence of
significant bietcor-traints there will be even crecater
political infighting --- again. both ott Capitol Hill and
w~ithin the Serv.ices. In this envirotnifent there are likely
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1`u.blic." l cont udenkc 111 001) flmallatemucut Cafl he
rc\,torcd . tile taI\p 0 \cers can get thcar monuc\ ', \wrrth and
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rc',ult\' arc \%orlh the c~tra ctlort.
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DID READINESS GET
ITS FAIR SHARE OF
THE DEFENSE BUILDUP
IN THE FIRST
REAGAN ADMINISTRATION?

Lawrence J. Korb

B t- Ftx tfiscal year 1980 and fiscal ,ear
1985 the defense budget doubled. growking from Sf44
billion in fiscal y'ear 1980 to S292 billion in fiscal "ear
1985. If one discounts for inflation, the real grokth
over this period was S104 billion or 52 percent. Total
defense spending for the first part of this decade was
$1.7 trillion, and, for the first time in our nation's his-
tory. the budget increased in real terms more than three
successive years. In fact, it went up for six consecutive
years.

Despite this outpouring of money. many' people
have argued that the Department of Defense did not
receive commensurate improvements in its military
capabilities. These arguments usually are based on one
or all of the following assumptions: that the DOD had
no coherent strategy, it simply threw money at the mili- I
tary departments to spend as they saw fit: the military
balance actually deteriorated during this period: and too
much money was spent on hardware or modernization
and not enough on readiness and sustainability.

Although the first two assumptions are certainly
worthy of analysis, they are quite properly the subject
of separate and detailed discussions. This examination

401
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will focus on the third assumption--that sufficient
monies were not spent on readiness or ,ustainabilit,

The Meaning of Readiness

Before beginning an analysis of this issue, it is inpor-
tant to be precise about how we define and app.., the
term readiness.

One of the long-standing p, oblems in discuS',ing
defense readiness has h-en that *'readiness** mean,
many things to inlay people. Too often both unsophisti-
cated privu,,tc citizens, members of the Congress. and

even Dome senior D)O1) officials--both militar, and
civilian--have used the term "readiness" to refer to our
overall deferse capabilities. In 1981. in an attempt to
define the terms precisely enough so that they could be
measured, and for an understanding of how changes in
resource levels influence different aspects of overall
defense capabilities. DOD devised and officially issued
some standard basic definitions. Overall military
capability is a function of four attributes:

Force structure: The numbers, size, and composition
of the units that comprise our defense forces, for
example, divisions, ships. and air wings.

Force modernization: The technical sophistication of
all the elements of the force.

Force readiness: The collective ability of the elements
of the force to deliver the outputs for which they were
designed.

Force sustainability: The "'staying power" of the
force during combat operations, often measured in
numbers of days.

Thus, "readiness" as it is defined, measured, and
reported is a much narrower concept than the size of the
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force or the rate at which it is modernized. Those %A ho
make such pronouncements as vou've -o 1k, imtdcrn-
ite to be readN' mnerel)y confuse an alreadyr complicated
issue. The term ''force readiness- or ''readiness"'
means a measure of the pre-1)-day status of the force as
it pertains to its wartime requirements i .or operational Is
available materiel, and appropriately trained mianpos~ Cr:

sustainabitity'' measures post-[)-daN staving power.
Thus. ,force readiness'' is onlN one of the ke\

compone nts of the broader concept of 'in i itarN
capability It should be noted that it is possible lkr a
force to be 100-percent ready-att equipment opera-
tional. all personnel trained-and still not pro\ ide ade-
quate military' capability because of' a deficiency in one
of, the other components that determine that capability .
for example. force structure. On the other hand, it is

possible for a force to perform adequately in combat
even though it is tess than IOU-percent ready. Unless
this distinction is kept in mind, force modernization, a
component of military capability. can very easily be
confu~sed with force jeadin~ess.

As shown in figure I . force readiness has both
materiel and personnel dimensions. Each of these is

FORCE FORCE FORCE FORCE
STRUCTURE MODERNIZATION READINESS SUSTAINAeILITY

M- -rRIEL PERSONNEL
READINESS READINESS

MATERIEL MATERIEL PERSONNEL TRAINING

INVENTORIES CONDITIONS INVENTORIES

FigureI

Military Capability
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driven by the resources available to the commander for
the performance of his wartime mission.

Materiel readiness for a unit consists of t'A o ele-
ments: the inventories of equipment and supplies on
hand relative to the wartime requirement: and the ability
of this hardware to perform the functions needed.

The two corresponding considerations in personnel
readiness are the inventories of personnel on hand rela-
tive to the wartime requirement. and the status of train-
ing of these personnel for the functions the, must
perform in wartime.

Thus, the factors at the bottom of figure I yield the
basic measures of readiness. In order to measure mate-

j riel and personnel inventories, the percentage of people
and critical equipment items on hand, as contrasted to
w.hat is necessary in wartime. are used as the basic
measures. Likewise, for training, the percentage of
training accomplished as opposed to what is required is
used as a basic readiness measure. Materiel condition is
slightly more involved: the readiness measure used most
often here is th'e mission capable (MC) rate. This is
essentially the averae percentame oftime a weapon -,-s-
tem or equipment (or a collection of them) is able to
perform the functions for which it is needed.

The principal measures of unit readiness are the
C-ratings (that is, combat readiness ratings) from the
Joint Chiefs of Staff unit status and reporting system,
(UNITREP). The UNITREP is designed, managed, and
controlled by the Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff'
(OJCS). The Services collect and report their readiness

statistics (up through the several levels) to the OJCS in
accordance with specific Service-developed reporting
rules within broad OJCS guidelines.

It is important to understand that the UNITREP
system was designed primarily, if not exclusively, to
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measure the day-to-day readiness of the operating torces.
It was never intended ;is a tool for developing budgzets and
outvyear financial programs nor. because of changing cnrte-
ria. does it always give a completely accurate view of
readiness trends over time. Its primary purpose is to tell
the Secretary of Defense. the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. the Commanders in Chief. and the service Chiefs
what units are ready today to go to war on short notice,
which are not, and for those that are not. what lacks of
resources constrain them.

The UNITREP assigns one of these overall C-rat-
ings to each combat unit: C-I (fully ready). (C-2 (sub-
stantially ready). C-3 (marginally ready). C-4 (not
ready), and C-5 (not ready. but for reasons previously
planned). Examples of C-5 units are ships undergoing
scheduled overhaul. or units in the process of being
activated or deactivated.

For each combat-oriented unit. a C-rating is com-
puted for each of the four resource measures, equipment
fill readiness, equipment status. personnel fill readiness,
and personnel training. The basic readiness percentages
in each of the four resource categories are translated
into C-ratings in accordance with criteria that are stand-
ard across Services and equipment types. For example.
if a unit has between 70 percent and 90 percent of its
wartime requirement for selected critical items, it is
given a C-2 rating for equipment readiness (inventory).
The overall C-rating for the unit is the lowest C-rating
in any of the four readiness categories.

In addition to the basic measures of readiness
(shown on the left-hand side of table I). the ancillary

indicators, shown on the right, provide some insight
into what is contributing to increases or decreases in the
basic measures of readiness. For example, mission-
capable rates should improve as maintenance backlogs
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Table I
Measures of Readiness

BHa.( (,
4 'Leure.% Ant illarx A.ha.sure'

Percent equipment versus Maintenance backlo,'.
requirements

Percent pNr,,onnel inventorics, versus SupplN fill rates,
requirem~l•nts

Percent training versus requirenments Suppl\ backorder,
Mi,,,ion-capable rates (_nnbalh,,ation rates

War reser\ c xithdrazals,
Flving hours steaming da•,

battalion training da~',
L xercises
Rreenlistment rates
Mental categories of enlitees
Matc. ol skills and grades

,crus jobs
Personnel turbulence ,tabiliv,

are reduced, supply backorders are cut, and supply fill
rates are increased. Also, a healthy supply system, with
adequate spares. is reflected in reduced cannibalizations
and fewer withdrawals from war reserves. Similarly.
training improvements should come with increased
training exercises and increases in flvinge hours, steam-
inc days. and battalion training days. Also, the percent-
age of personnel inventories as contrasted to
requirements improves with positive enlistment trends
and reenlistment rates, and the extent to which positions
are filled with personnel in the required skill/grade
category.

Just as some people confuse the meaning of readi-
ness. others confuse the budget accounts that actually
contribute thereto. For example. many people believe
that all operation and maintenance (O&M) funding and
onl" operation and maintenance funding has a direct
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impact on readiness. T)his is a serious misconception.
As detailed in table 2. several budget accounts affect
readiness. The budg'et accounts that have a mna~r
impact on readiness are ( 1) operations and maintenance.
(2) procurement. (3) military personnel. and (4) stock
fund. In addition. some pro~jects in the miihtary con-
struction account can have a significant direct or indi-
rect eft ect on readiness or on other attributes of defense
combat capabilities.

Purchases made through the procurement account,,
enhance readiness by acquiring somne of the spare parts,
needed to replace those parts that fail in our %Acapon
systemns and equipment: also modification kits are

acquired to improve the reliability and maintainability
(R&MI) of our hardware (somie R&M modifications buyN
.readiness": other miodi ficat ions buy mioderni/ation'

sonie mod ificat ions buy both): and eqm'ipnment items (tor
example, tanks. howitzers. and trucks) bought to fill
shorta-es in existino force structure.

Table 2
Key Budget Accounts Afficting Readiness

Pui-tumcnent MIilitary pcr'aonnel

Spare p.irt, Ri'.

Support eqUI~P1nCnM Bllouses'

Madxitication kit, ln1CC1111%cs

)prxIl ion-. mid miiituIIIIadicc Stock Wlud

liep i rvpmlr, F'Cuct inlc migi LO Itat ion

Intll- t it'll~ M nsi IC10 itic iont' u\ r rc'.cr\ c ittuicricl

Battiuliol trainnim- th\i,
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These procurement accounts are ver\ timlportant to
readiness. but there is a significant lag time betwseeni
appropriation of procurement funds and the effect the,
have on readiness. Typicalk . it takes tsko sears or more
between the appropriation of dollars to bus, spare parts.
repairs, and equipment and the delivers of these to the
field, In early 1986. DOD "as just beginning to accept
delivery of those parts procured with fiscal ýear INS4
funds. The full effect of the procurements on readiness
\,,as not fully felt until late 1986.

It is true. however, that the O&M appropriation
generally influences readiness more quickly and effi-
cientlv than does the procurement account. [he\ pro-

I duce quicker results because O&M funds finance depot
repairs, installation of modifications, force operations.
and training, beginning six months from the time they
were appropriated. It is more efficient because repairing
an item usually costs approximately 15 to 20) percent of
the cost to buy a new item. This difference in lag times
and efficiency is the basis of DOD's general polic, that
repairing an item takes priority over procuring an item
of the same type.

Military pay. bonuses, anti other incentives help
recruit and retain the number,, and types of people
needed in our armed services. As shown below. because
of additions to this account personnel readiness has
increased dramatically since 1981.

Let me conclude this resiew of basic concepts and
definitions with a brief description of the critical com-
ponents of sustainability. i.e.. the staying power of the
force in combat. To sustain our forces, planning must
be undertaken in peacetime to replace those resources
that will be consumed or suffer attrition during combat.
These post-D-D)ay supplies come from either war
reserve stockpiles or the mobilization production base.



D)id R',dm NNGe (;t/I I -a 'ir .hhat 41 NS

SU STAINABIPARTY

DA O F O PERA 
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Figure 2
Materiel 

SustaiRbilitR

As shown in figure 2. ideally, suffic ient sitocks should

be available and properly positioned at D-Dav to meet

combat consumption demands until the production base

(and transportation 
pipeline) can be expanded to meet

the 

demand.

The primary components 
of manpower 

sus-

tainability. analogous to war reserve materiel and the

production 
base, are a pool of trained individuals 

to

serve as replacements. 
and unit fillers, Furthermore 

it is

necessary 
to, have training bases to proces~s volunteers 

or

conscripts in time of war. Those components 
must be

balanced 
in a manner comparable 

to the materiel

compoxnents.

The 

Real 

Issue

W ith this as a background 

.let us no 
wi e focus 

on the

argument 
that readiness 

has not received 
its fmr share ot
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the budget. The di:.pute is based on ts, propo- lions
First. as indicated in table 3. betmeen fiscal \ear 1981
and 1985 the defense budg-et increased by 60.7 pcrccnt.
However, over that same period, operation and mainte-
nance grew by only 40. I percent "hilc procurement
grew by slightl, over lIM) percent. In real terms, or con-
stant fiscal year 1987 dollars, the ()&M increase w is _5

percent while procurement rose by almost 70) percent.
Thus. whereas in fiscal year 1981 procurement
accounted for $7 billion less than O&M. b\ fiscal wcar
1985 it received almost S20 billion more.

Second. by D)OD's own measurements between
198(0 and 1984. the percentage of Arm\ units rated C I
or C-2 actually dropped by 25 percent while the per-
centage of Air Force units rated C'-I or C'-2 show ed a
drop of Is percent. Only the Naiv showked iniprome-
ments in this period, and this change "as primarily in
the manpower area.

Both of these propositions are misleading. Not all
the readiness funds are ii the operation and maintenance
account, and the entire procurement account is not dedi-
cated just to modernization. A more accurate Aa\v to
anal\,ze the mix of modernization readiness is presented
in table 4. Rather than using the five budget titles as in
the DI)OD budget. this table breaks the budget down into
eight categories, thereby enabling, us to see which por-
tions of the procurement account po for modernization
and which actually are allotted to readincss

As the table sugCests. the largest area of real
growth in the I)()1) budget since fiscal ycar 1980) is in
materiel sustainabilitv. which has grmon in real terms
b\ almost 21 percent a \car. While grov th in m.oderniza-
tion and torce structure equipping has been substantial.
nearly 16 percent per year. so also has been the grow•h
it materiel readiness, almost 15 percent per year. The
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onlx account not to shO\\ inlprovclement IS li'ilitar\ per-
sonnel1d The c0Impoun~ded1 real grMoM\\ Ihn thisl, 11id I' onix
3.4 percent. Yet personnel is the area of -,reate-,t
improx mcnients. In [tie fiscal xelr 191S;I periOd. the
qualit\ ot recruits is at an all-time high and retention IS
at rec.ord lxes

[hle Second proposition IN equal~lk lllisleadinIL It IS
trueI tha~t fromn 19 1 --84 the number of Units ratted C'- I
tIii l ready, and (C-2, subta11ntiall \ eaid\ did dec ne
tor thle Army and Air oceUnits. I oex er. duri-nL that
Same timle thle criteria to achiex e these hicheIir le els ol
read iness \x ere made more Striingent. IFor evaniple. In
1 98 1 tactical air squadronls inl the United States \% crc
rated ti!llv comnbat--ready inl equipment it the\ had
em winc materiel to fcht to~r I1S days. H~owe\ er. in I9'
the criteria for C - I inl this area V. as chantzed to '30 dax S.
A., a result a unit could have Increased its reson :cs

from 16 to 25 days in the 95 I-to-1I985 period but
dropped its readiness ratinc, Iroml ('--I to (G2

Similarl,- duingII- this same period, thle A rmt\
began introducin, Ni-- I tanks into its combat forces and
re\vised its, full-readiness criteria for tank battah ons51
that on!ly those possessing MI-I tanks could he rated C--

In equCI~ipment. Thus Units Still possessing MI ORA
tanks suff'ered a decline itt readiness "on paper sole!'
becauIse theyý had not vet receis ed the MI I Abranis
tank.

[hell onk' 1Cmeani 1.1 nc nt a to ansxx er thle second
1)'ptopsitiiml IS to talke at broad took At thle xrictnI
eaipabil ities of armed torceS. noin firc hether thle\ have
intprox ed simunificammtl\ v ovr the past five years. Since
eXaIct readiness ficuires arc classified, wec need to he
content \x ith Some broald indficators.

The most important Single indicator of thle strencth
of am. orcani/ation is its people. What happened to the
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Figure 3
Recruits with High Schi,,l I)ipIomas (all Ser%ices)

quantity and quality of the people in the armed force.-,
between 1981 and 1985s

The size of the total force, active duty and Selected
Reserves. grew significantlv in the first part of this dec-

ade. In 1980. there wkere 2.95 million people in the total
force. 2.05 million individuals on active duty and 0.9
million active (drill ing reservists. B\ 1985. the total
force had increased in si/e to 3.3 million. an increase oft
350,(•) or 12 percent. By 1985. the active force stood
at 2. 15 million and the Selected Reserves had reached
an all-time high ol I . I million.

Not onl has the quantity of militar% personnel
increased. so also has the qualitv . In 1980. for example.
only 54 percent of the Armnv's new recruits were high

school graduates. [I 1985 that number had risen to 91
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percent. For all the services, thie number of high school
graduates entering the military grey Imrom 68 percent in
fiscal year 1980 to 93 percent in fiscal year 1985. Fig-
Lire 3 displays this large jump in the number of high
school graduates over the 1980-85 period.

As suggested in figure 4. the aptitude level of the
new recruits also has increased markedly since the
Reagan administration took office. In fiscal year 1980(
about 66 percent of those entering the services scored
average or above average on the Armed Forces
Qualification Test. This \%as slightlv belov% the average
for the nation's youth population. In fiscal 1985 over 93
perce-: wkere in that category. The change "as even
more dramatic for the Army. In fiscal year 1980. 55
percent of those entering the Army were in the belo\ -
average category. Last year less than 10 percent of the
new recruits scored belowk average.

Retention also improved substantially in the first

Ro-!

............. . . . .

Figure 4
Aptitude ievel or Recruits (Percent Scoring Average and Above)
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Reagan administration. The first-term reenlistment rate
rose from 38 percent in 1980 to 48 percent in 1985. The
career retention rate jumped from 71 percent to 84 per-
cent in that same period. '[his has resulted in a more
experienced force better able to handle the more colm-
plex weapon systems and has substantially eliminated
the much-discussed NCO and petty officer shortages of
the past decade. From 1980 to 1985. the average years
of service of those on active duty increased from 5.5 to
6.0 years.

In addition to the dramatic improvements in the
personnel area, the operating forces have all recei',ed
largze amount,, of modern sophisticated equipment.
Moreover, as indicated in figure 3, increased funds have
been provided to maintain the equipment. train the peo-
ple to operate and maintain it properly, to buy sufficient
spares and repair parts. and to purchase adequate
ammunition to ensure the staving power of this
equipment.

As a consequence. the warfighting capability of
our land, sea, and air forces has improved dramatically
in the first Reagan administration. Compared to 1980,
the warfighting capability of the Arny's infantry active
divisions has gone up by about 60 percent. while that of
its National Guard counterpart has improved by almost
4(1 percent. Similarly, over the past five years, the abil-
ity of the tactical air forces to generate sorties has risen
by, almost 80 percent. Finally, the overall readiness of
Navy's deployable battle force is up by 32 percent over
the same period.

In addition, our ability to deploy our forces has
also improved greatly. In 1980. DOD could airlift onlN
28 million ton-miles per day. By 1985 that figure had
increased to 40 million ton-miles. Similarly. in 198(0.
DOD possessed only 80 short tons of sealift capability.
But, by 1985. it had grown to almost 4M8) short tons.



!)id Rcudme%% (;ei h ITa air Shir ' 41

l)uring the first Reagan administration, there was
an appropriate balance between the funds, spent for read-
iness and hardware. This is apparent if one understands
the definition of the terms used in the debate, and the
budget accounts that contribute to readiness and sus-
tainability. and itf one uses common-sense indicators to
measure the improved warfighting capabilities of our
land, sea, and air forces.

However, the second Reagan administration is not
like the first. The fiscal year 1986 Defense Department
budget declined by 6 percent in real terms. the largest
decline in 15 years. Moreover, the fiscal year 1986-9(1
defense program was reduced by S40() billion or 2(0 per-
cent between January 1985 and January 1986. Given the
passage of Gramm-Rudman-H-jo ings. the short-term
outlook does not appear to be hopeful. The challenge
will be to maintain that balance between modernization
and readiness in a period of fiscal austerity. If this is not
done, the gains of the first Reagan administration mill
be eradicated.

II



THE EDITORS
AND CONTRIBUTORS

William P. Snyder i,, professor of strategic studies at
the Air War College. Follow ing his retirement from the
Army in 1975. he joined the political science tacult\ at
Texas A&M University. He is the author otf Ilhc Poli-
tics of British Djeftnse Policv, 1945-1962, articles on
defense and foreign policy issues, and co-editor (tith
James Brown) of The Regionalization of Waratre: The
Falkland.Alalvinas islands, Lebanon, and the Iran-Iraq
Conflicts. Professor Snyder organized the Southwestern
Regional Program in National Security Affairs in 1980
and directed the program's activities until he joined the
Air War College faculty in 1985. He is a member of
the Inter-University Seminar on Armed Forces and
Society and of the American Mi!itarv Institute.

James Brown is professor of political science. Southern
Methodist University. His doctoral degree in political
science is from the State University of New York at
Buffalo. He has written extensively on national security
policy and civilian-military relations in Greece and Tur-
key, and his work has appeared in Armed Forces and
Societ'. Air University Review. Defense Analysis, and
Polity. Professor Brown is an associate chairman of the
Inter-University Seminar on Armed Forces and Society
and a fellow of the International Institute for Strategic

Studies.

419



Thomnas A. Fabvanic earnied his doctoral decreec fromn
St - Louis UniverQit. lie is, a retired Air Force officer
and a ý eteran of somie 20(K combat mi ,ions in Vietnamr.
His publications hax e appeared in Air ( .Unicrxsl tv
Review, A rineI forces and Socic't', and .Strrutc i?
Review. He is, currently anl anal~st ýkith a Washimnton-
based research orcanization.

Schuyler Foerster. Major. US Air Force. is, assigned to
the Office of the D~efense Ad\ jser. US Mission to
NATO. A craduate and former facult\ mlemnber at the
US Air Force Academ',. he holds a doctoral decree in
politics and strategic Studies trom O\ford University
Major Foerster served as a combat intelligence officer in1
Southeast Asia and as an intellicence analyst on Soviet
political-mnilitarN affairs in Washington, DC. He is co-
editor (with M0ajor Edwkard N.W right) of Ainericani
Defense Policy, and the author of numecrous articles onl
armns control.

Jacques S. Gansler is Vice President and Director ot
Analytic Science Corporation. He received his doctoral
degree fromn American University. Gansler holds visit-
ing professorships at the University of Virginia and at
the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. He served
as an adviser to the Packard Commission: his most
recent book is The lDekti'se IndustrY.

Paul H. B. Godwin is professor of national security
policy at the National War College. Godwin holds a
doctoral degree fromt the University of Minnesota. H-e
has published articles in Studies in Comparative Comn-
mnunism, Comnparative Politics. and Air University'
Review: his most recent book is The Making (?f a Model
Citiz-en in Communist China (co-author).



I h" f dihrt 'rs , i ( C',rqlilhu s 5, Is 42

David Goldfischer is a graduate student c'ompleting
degree requirements toward a Ph.). in political science
at SUNY-Buffalo.

John F. Guilmartin, Jr., is a \ isiting professor at the
Naval War College. Editor of the Air Univer~irv Rcvicw
from 1979 until his retirement from the US Air Force.
Guilmartin also served as director of the Space Shuttle
History Project at the L'.adon B. Johnson Space Center
in Houston. He holds a doctoral degree in history from
Princeton Universitv. and has written extensi~el\ on the
technological and operational aspects of maritime and
military history. He is the author of Gunl)owdtcr and

G(llev.: Chatingilig (,,chno,,gv and .X1ediicrran on
l/ar/a1re at Sea in the Si.1teetlth Centittry.

Nathan L. Hibler is a graduate student conipletino
degree requirements toward a Ph.D. in sociolog.,\ from
the University of Maryland.

Dennis S. Ippolito is the Eugene McEklane\ Professor
of Government and chairman of the Political Science
Department at Southern Methodist University. His doc-
toral degree in political science is from the University of
Virginia. A national authority on the budget process.
Ippolito has published extensively his most recent vol-
ume is Hidden Spwnding: The Poiitics of federal Credit
Priratns. j
Lawrence J. Korb is dean of the Graduate School of'
Public and International Affairs at the University of
Pittsburgh. A noted expert on the national security

issues. Korh has published over 100 books, mono-
graphs, and articles on these topics. His doctoral degree
is from SUNY-Albany. Prior to joining the University



422 Piw Editorn and C'ontribitiors

of Pittsbureh. Korb served as Assistant SecretarN of

Defense responsible for manpower, logistic, and reserve
component matters.

David R. Segal is professor ot sociolog, and of govern-
ment and politics at the University of Maryland. and a
Guest Scientist in the Department of Military Pschia-
try. Walter Reed Army Institute of Research. He is an
associate chairman of the Inter-University Seminar on
Armed Forces and Society. and is the editor of Armed
Forces and Society. He is co-author of The All-Volun-
teer Force. and co-editor of Tue Social Psvcholohgi of
AMilitar-v Service.

Jerome Slater is professor of political science a.
SUNY-Buffalo. His doctoral degree is from Princeton
University. Slater has written extensively on security
issues and is a leading authority on US policy toward
the Caribbean nations. His numerous articles that have
appeared in International Organization, Yale Review.
Armed Forces and Societ)', and Worhl Politics.

William 0. Staudenmaier is a colonel in the US Army
and is the director of strategy at the Center for Land
Warfare. US Army War College. He is a graduate of
the University of Chattanooga and of Pennsylvania State
University. His military service includes combat tours
in Vietnam and staff assignments at Department of the
Army. His articles have appeared in Foreign Polilyv,

ORBIS. Naval War College Review. Military Review.
Army, and Parameters. He is co-author of Strategic
Implications of the Continental-Maritime Debate and
co-editor of Military Strategy in Transition: Defense

and Deterrence.



M h [diurn an• ContJ C' or, 42-,'

Roy A. Werner has a graduate degree in political econ-
omiv and strategic studies from Oxford Unikersit% and
an MBA from Claremont Graduate School. Werner
served as a professional staff member on the Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations and as Principal l)ep-
utv Assistant Secretary of the Army. Presentl\, he is
associated with a major defense contractor.

John Allen Williams is an associate professor of politi-
cal science at Loyola Universit., of Chicago, and also
executive director of the lnter-Univ ersity Seminar on
Armed Forces and Society. His publications are in the

j areas of US and S)viet naval forces, strategic nuclear
policy, and defense organi/ation. Professor Williams is
also a commander in the US Naval Reserve.

Edward N. Wright, Major. US Air Force. is associate
professor of political science and director of American
and Policy Studies at the US Air Force Academy.
Wright has a doctoral degree in tgovernment from
Georgetown University. He is the co-editor (with Major
Schuyler Foerster) of American l)clens'e PTihdv.

Dov S. Zakheim is Executive Vice President of Systenms
Planning Corporation and a former Deput- Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Planning and Resources. A Phi
Beta Kappa. his doctoral degree is from Oxford's St.
Antony's College. Zakheim has written and lectured
widely on issues relating to the US Navy and the Rapid I
Deployment Force. He serves on the Maritime tPolic\
Study Group of the Center for Strategic and Interna-
tional Studies. Georgetown University. and is a member
of the Royal Institute of International Affairs. the Inter-
national Institute for Strategic Studies. and the Council
on Foreign Affairs.



424 Pit ,'diltr and (',ntrihut

Peter R. Zwick is chairman of the Political Science
D)epartment at Louisiana State Unkiersit\. ti,, doctoral
degree is from Duke L[niverstt ,. Zme ick 1,, a noted
authorit\ on Soviet politics and his latest W.olu1mc 1
Sovieit For'i- n Re'ltion.. Pru•c'vs and Phi'/ .

1

||I



pmlilil t'l•lt'l" plL'p•lfcd h•, N<llli.\ (i ttrc•ni :%ll•.•,ik hr h•ulc', h• I .l,/h,

fl•.'l I•<•\ •,•i •l.llh>i'<l. t • \ii- |:<,l<U' t</ll<,# I.illln ttlcll Itichil<t

!
I

t
Sii il i



NATIONAL. DEFENSE UNIVERSITY

Lieutenant General Bradley C. Hosmer, USAF

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES

Dr. John E. Endicott

Dieo

II
NATIONAL DEFENSE UNIVERSITY PRESS

Dr Freder[Lk KileY, Dot

Colonel John C Bordeaux, USAF [Dr loseph E G;oldberg

Lieutenant Colonel Jennings Mace, USAF

(ewirgi' i. Maerz,,:

Dr Dora Alves. W',ice 1.4i'r Donald Schrnoldt, Ovriter Editor
Thomas Gill, W~ritr LJ~t,- LdwarJ H Senett 11. L%;e dt,
lanis Bren Hietala. ý%i LJii,

L I (iink, Pw uý-

Pat W'illiams. Le... [dprt~ta Lc a ril A %ale ntine, dao,!.i 1, k

Dorothy M Mac k. Fi?-,ai:c1-i

Miles Brewster, 00ffie Ma'iage"


